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|. Executive Summary

Historically, salmon and steelhead migrated through much of the Columbia River Basin,
an area the size of France that includes portions of seven states and British Columbia. These fish
once spawned as far upriver in the Columbia as the headwaters at Columbia Lake, British
Columbia, 1,200 miles from the mouth of the river near Astoria, Oregon. Salmon and steelhead
migrated up the Snake River, the Columbia' s largest tributary, as far as Shoshone Falls, 615
miles from the confluence and more than 900 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The Columbia
River Basin also supported numerous populations of resident fish -- those that don’t migrate to
the ocean -- and wildlife.

Beginning in the late 1800s and increasing from the 1930s on, there was a large decline
of salmon and steelhead in the Columbia River and its tributaries, from an estimated peak of 10-
16 million adult fish returning to the basin each year to about 1 million in recent years. While
loss of habitat, harvest, and variable ocean conditions have al contributed to this decline, it is
estimated that the portion of the decline attributable to the construction and operation of
hydroelectric dams in the Columbia River basin is, on average, about 5 million to about 11
million adult fish. Hydroelectric dams also adversely affected resident fish and wildlife in the
basin.

In 1980, Congress passed the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act, which authorized the states of 1daho, Montana, Oregon and Washington to
create the Northwest Power Planning Council. The Act directs the Council to prepare a program
to protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife of the Columbia River Basin that have been
affected by the construction and operation of hydroel ectric dams while also assuring the Pacific
Northwest an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable power supply. The Act also directs the
Council to inform the public about fish, wildlife and energy issues and to involve the public in its
decision-making.

The Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program is the largest regional
effort in the nation to recover, rebuild, and mitigate impacts on fish and wildlife. The Council
adopted the first program in November 1982.

The 2000 Program marks a significant departure from past versions, which consisted
primarily of a collection of measures directing specific activities. The 2000 Program establishes
a basinwide vision for fish and wildlife -- the intended outcome of the program -- along with
biological objectives and action strategies that are consistent with the vision. Ultimately, the
program will be implemented through subbasin plans developed locally in the 53 tributary
subbasins of the Columbia and amended into the program by the Council. Those plans will be
consistent with the basinwide vision and objectives in the program, and its underlying foundation
of ecological science.
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The 2000 program addresses all of the “Four HS” of impacts on fish and wildlife --
hydropower, habitat, hatcheries and harvest:

e |t recommends that resources and energy be directed away from breaching the four
federal dams on the lower Snake River, recognizing that the federal government has
decided breaching will not occur in the next five years (coincidentally, that is the
Council’s statutory planning horizon for the fish and wildlife program). Instead, the
program recommends actions to improve dam-passage survival that are biologically
sound and economically feasible -- actions that benefit the range of speciesin the
river and fit natural fish behavior patterns.

e |t directs significant attention to rebuilding healthy, naturally producing fish and

wildlife populations by protecting and restoring habitats and the biological systems
within them.

e |t requires that fish hatcheries funded through the program operate consistent with
reforms recommended to Congress by the Council in 1999, reforms that would shift
hatchery production away from a primary focus on providing fish for harvest to also
providing fish to rebuild naturally spawning populations.

e |t promotes increased fish harvest, consistent with sound biological management

practices, recognizing that harvest provides significant cultural and economic benefits
to the region.

In preparing the 2000 Fish and Wildlife Program, the Council solicited recommendations
from the region’s fish and wildlife agencies, Indian tribes, and others, as required by the
Northwest Power Act. The agencies and tribes responded, and the Council also received
proposals from other interested parties. In al, the Council received more than 50
recommendations totaling more than 2,000 pages. After reviewing the recommendations, the
Council prepared a draft and then conducted an extensive public comment period before
finalizing the program, in December 2000.

The Council’ s responsibility is to mitigate the impact of hydropower dams on all fish and
wildlife in the Columbia River Basin, including endangered species, through a program of
enhancement and protection. As a planning agency required by law to balance fish and wildlife
enhancement against impacts to the region’s hydropower system, the Council is uniquely
positioned as an honest broker among the agencies, tribes, electric utilities and environmental
and business interests whose activities and legal rights involve the rivers, hydropower, fish and
wildlife. Inthisrole, the Council provides the most objective public forum to discuss and debate
fish and wildlife and energy issues.

Through its fish and wildlife program, the Council provides guidance and
recommendations on hundreds of millions of dollars per year of Bonneville Power
Administration revenues to mitigate the impact of hydropower on fish and wildlife. That amount
is expected to increase in the future as enhancement efforts expand and accelerate. The funding
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is provided by Bonneville from the sale of electricity generated at 29 federal hydropower dams
and one non-federal nuclear power plant in the Columbia River Basin.

The Council ensures the public accountability of these expenditures by submitting each
project proposed for funding under its program to a thorough review by the region’s fish and
wildlife agencies and Indian tribes, the public, and by an 11-member panel of independent
scientists established by Congress, the Independent Scientific Review Panel, whose members are
appointed by the Council from recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences.

This program, and more information about the Council, its fish, wildlife and power
planning activities, and public involvement opportunities, can be found at the Council’s website,
WWW.NWPPC.Org
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II. Introduction

A. The Northwest Power Planning Council

The Northwest Power Planning Council, an interstate compact agency of 1daho, Montana,
Oregon and Washington, was established under the authority of the Pacific Northwest Electric
Power Planning and Conservation Act of 1980. The Act directs the Council to develop a
program to “protect, mitigate and enhance fish and wildlife, including related spawning grounds
and habitat, on the Columbia River and its tributaries ... affected by the development, operation
and management of [hydroelectric projects] while assuring the Pacific Northwest an adequate,
efficient, economical and reliable power supply.” The Act aso directs the Council to ensure
widespread public involvement in the formulation of regional power policies.

This document is the Council’s Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. Asa
planning, policy-making and reviewing body, the Council develops and then monitors
implementation of the program, which isimplemented by the Bonneville Power Administration,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission and its licensees.

The Northwest Power Act directs the Council to develop its program and make periodic
major revisions by first requesting recommendations from the region’s federal and state fish and
wildlife agencies, appropriate Indian tribes (those within the basin) and other interested parties.
When the Council issues a draft amended program, an extensive public comment period is
initiated that includes public hearings in each of the four states and consultations with interested
parties. After closing the comment period, and following areview and deliberation period, the
Council adopts the revised program. This must occur within ayear of the deadline for receiving
recommendations for amendments.

B. A new program structure

This is the fifth revision of the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program since
the Council adopted its first program in November 1982. Thistime, asin the series of program
amendments between 1991 and 1995, the program is being revised in phases. Unlike past
versions of the program, which were criticized by scientists for consisting primarily of a number
of measures that called for specific actions without a clear, programwide foundation of scientific
principles, this version of the program expresses goals and objectives for the entire basin based
on a scientific foundation of ecological principles. In the future, the Council will amend into the
program locally developed plans for the 53 tributary subbasins of the Columbia River and a plan
for the mainstem. These plans will be consistent with the goals and objectives for the basin and
also with goals and objectives that will be developed for the 11 ecological provinces of the basin.
The provinces are groups of adjacent subbasins with similar ecological features.

With the subbasin plansin place, the program will be organized in three levels: 1) a
basinwide level that articulates objectives, principles and coordination elements that apply
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generally to al fish and wildlife projects, or to a class of projects, that are implemented
throughout the basin; 2) an ecological province level that addresses the 11 unique ecological
areas of the Columbia River Basin, each representing a particular type of terrain and
corresponding biological community; and 3) alevel that addresses the 53 subbasins, each
containing a specific waterway and the surrounding uplands.

The Council believes this unique program structure, goal-oriented and science-based, will
result in amore carefully focused, scientifically credible and publicly accountable program that
will direct the region’s substantial fish and wildlife investment to the places and species where it
will do the most good.

C. Theframework concept

The program’s godls, objectives, scientific foundation and actions are structured in a
“framework,” an organizational concept for fish and wildlife mitigation and recovery efforts that
the Council introduced in the 1994-1995 version of the program. The 2000 program, organized
with the framework concept, is intended to bring together, as closdly as possible, Endangered
Species Act requirements, the broader requirements of the Northwest Power Act and the policies
of the states and Indian tribes of the Columbia River Basin into a comprehensive program that
has a solid scientific foundation. The program also states explicitly what the Council istrying to
accomplish, links the program to a specific set of objectives, describes the strategies to be
employed and establishes a scientific basis for the program. Thus, the program guides decision-
making and provides a reference point for evaluating success.

To develop aframework for the program, in November 1998 the Council initiated the
Multi-Species Framework Project. The Framework Project was managed by a state-federal-
tribal committee and administered by the Council. The project brought together hundreds of
individuals representing state and federal agencies, Indian tribes, environmental and industry
groups and interested citizens to propose and discuss potential fish and wildlife recovery actions.
The actions ranged from breaching dams to leaving them in place, and from shutting down fish
hatcheries and fish harvest to boosting artificial production of fish. From more than 100 actions
proposed in the process, the Council assembled seven aternatives for analysis using a state-of-
the-art analytical system called Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT). The EDT analysis
addressed the biological benefits of each alternative, and a separate Human Effects Analysis
addressed the economic and social impacts and benefits of the alternatives.

The Council did not choose a specific aternative for this version of the program. Rather,
the goals and objectives in this program were derived from the recommendations received from
the region for amendments to this program and from among several of the Framework Project
aternatives. Through an amendment proceeding that began in January 2000, the Council
restructured the program with a comprehensive, underlying framework of general scientific and
policy principles that apply to the entire Columbia River Basin. The fundamental elements of the
program are:

The vision, which describes what the program is trying to accomplish with regard to fish
and wildlife and other desired benefits from the river;
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The biological objectives, which describe the ecological conditions needed to achieve the
vision; and

The implementation strategies, procedures and guidelines, which guide or describe the
actions leading to the desired ecologica conditions.

In other words, the vision implies biological objectives that set the strategies. In turn,
strategies address biological objectives and fulfill the vision. The scientific foundation links the
components of the framework, explaining why the Council believes certain kinds of management
actions will result in particular physical habitat or ecological conditions of the basin, or why the
ecological conditions will affect fish and wildlife populations or communities.

Under the Northwest Power Act, the Council’s fish and wildlife program is not intended
to address all fish and wildlife problems in the basin from all sources. But the Council adopted
the vision, objectives, strategies and scientific foundation with the belief that they will
complement and help support other fish and wildlife recovery actions in the region.

This program recognizes that others besides the Council are developing plans and taking
actions to address these issues. In particular, the four Northwest states and the Columbia Basin's
13 Indian tribes each have fish and wildlife initiatives under way. Many of these parties already
have subbasin and watershed planning initiatives under way, and are also addressing Endangered
Species Act concerns.

Throughout the basin, the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service are administering the Endangered Species Act, which requires information
gathering, planning, and mitigation actions. In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency,
in cooperation with the states and tribes, is taking actions to achieve compliance with the Clean
Water Act. (As used elsewhere in this program, “applicable federal laws’ includes both the
Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.)

This framework is not intended to pre-empt the legal authorities of any of these parties,
but it does provide an opportunity for each of these regional participants to coordinate
information gathering, planning, and implementation of recovery actions on a voluntary basis.
That is, the Council’ s program is designed to link to, and accommodate, the needs of other
programs in the basin that affect fish and wildlife. This includes meeting the needs of the
Endangered Species Act by describing the kinds of ecological change needed to improve the
survival and productivity of the diverse fish and wildlife populations in the basin.

Measures implementing this program are funded by the Bonneville Power Administration
through revenues collected from electricity ratepayers. Although Bonneville has fish and
wildlife responsibilities under both the Endangered Species Act and the Northwest Power Act, in
many cases, both responsibilities can be met in the same set of actions. Therefore, in
recommending projects for funding under this program, the Council will address both sets of
responsibilities wherever feasible. Again, knowledge of the plans and activities of other regional
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participants will be essential for the Council to be able to assure that the projects it recommends
for funding are coordinated with, and do not duplicate, the actions of others.

D. Implementation during a period of transition

In the future, the program will be implemented primarily through subbasin plans, which
will be consistent with the programwide goals, objectives and scientific foundation. While those
plans are under development, the Council has provided for ongoing project review and funding.

A subbasin assessment and planning process will complete the program at the subbasin
level and provide the implementation plans out of which fish and wildlife projects are proposed
for Bonneville funding to implement the program.

The subbasin assessment is atechnical exercise designed to identify the biological
potential of each subbasin and the opportunities for restoration. Based on this, fish and wildlife
managers, land managers, private landowners, and other people responsible for fish and wildlife
and habitat conditions in the respective subbasins can develop subbasin plans consisting of goals,
objectives, strategies, and proposed actions that are consistent with the objectives and criteriain
the program.

Depending on the extent and quality of past assessment and planning work, the planning
process in a particular subbasin could range from arelatively quick and straightforward review
and updating of existing plans to afundamental and extensive development process. Using the
program amendment procedures in the Northwest Power Act, the Council intends to review
subbasin plans and adopt agreed-upon plans into the program.

Meanwhile, the Council will continue to make annual recommendations to Bonneville
regarding funding of projects to implement the program. The Council relies on the
recommendations of the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) and the region’s fish and
wildlife managers as the basis for its funding recommendations. The Council and the ISRP aso
have aresponsibility for reviewing other fish and wildlife projects proposed for funding by
federal agencies and reimbursed by Bonneville.

The program describes arolling project review process in which one-third of the program
and fish and wildlife projects funded by Bonneville are reviewed each year in some depth by the
fish and wildlife managers, the ISRP and the Council. An important criterion for a funding
recommendation is consistency with the vision, objectives and strategies in the revised program
and in the relevant subbasin plan, when adopted. In the rolling project review, the priorities for
actions at the basin, province, and subbasin level will be reflected as budget priorities for
implementation of specific projects.

The program includes procedures for monitoring and evaluating the biological benefits
gained by actions taken under the program. The evaluation process feeds information back into
the program planning and project review process, with adaptive management mechanisms for
revising program objectives or actions if what has been adopted proves unsuccessful.

Final 2000 Fish & Wildlife Program 10 November 14, 2000



O©Ooo~NOoOUTh, WN PP

Because this program has a significantly different structure and implementation
procedure than past versions of the program, the Council wanted to make a provision for projects
initially funded under previous versions of the program to continue -- as long as they are
reviewed by the ISRP and recommended for funding by the Council. Thus, unless expressy
modified by the provisions of this program, existing projects will continue to be in effect.

Most of the existing projects in the program are specific items for implementation at
specific locations. As part of the subbasin planning process described above, these measures will
be reviewed, together with proposals for new measures, for inclusion in subbasin plans. When a
subbasin plan is adopted, it will include both the new measures for that subbasin and the existing
measures that will be continuing. At that time, the measures currently in the program for that
subbasin will be replaced by the subbasin plan.
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l1l. Basinwide Provisions

A. Vision for the Columbia River Basin

Thevision isthe outcome intended for this program. Actionstaken at the basin,
province, and subbasin levels should be consistent with, and designed to fulfill, this
vision. Thus, thisvision guidesthe choice of biological objectivesand, in turn, the
selection of strategies.

1. Theoverall vision for the fish and wildlife program:

The vision for this program is a Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant,
productive, and diverse community of fish and wildlife, mitigating across the basin for the
adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the development and operation of the hydrosystem
and providing the benefits from fish and wildlife valued by the people of the region. This
ecosystem provides abundant opportunities for tribal trust and treaty right harvest and for non-
tribal harvest and the conditions that allow for the recovery of the fish and wildlife affected by
the operation of the hydrosystem and listed under the Endangered Species Act.

Wherever feasible, this program will be accomplished by protecting and restoring the natural
ecological functions, habitats, and biological diversity of the Columbia River Basin. In those
places where this is not feasible, other methods that are compatible with naturally reproducing
fish and wildlife populations will be used. Where impacts have irrevocably changed the
ecosystem, the program will protect and enhance the habitat and species assemblages compatible
with the altered ecosystem. Actions taken under this program must be cost-effective and
consistent with an adequate, efficient, economical and reliable electrical power supply.

2. Specific planning assumptions:

As part of this vision, the Council also adopts the following policy judgments and planning
assumptions for the fish and wildlife program.

e No single activity is sufficient to recover and rebuild fish and wildlife species in the
Columbia River Basin. Successful protection, mitigation, and recovery efforts must
involve a broad range of strategies for habitat protection and improvement, hydrosystem
reform, artificial production, and harvest management.

e The Bonneville Power Administration should make available sufficient funds to
implement measures in the program in a timely fashion.
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This is a habitat-based program, rebuilding heathy, naturally producing fish and wildlife
populations by protecting, mitigating, and restoring habitats and the biological systems
within them, including anadromous fish migration corridors. Artificial production and
other non-natural interventions should be consistent with the central effort to protect and
restore habitat and avoid adverse impacts to native fish and wildlife species.

Management actions must be taken in an adaptive, experimental manner because
ecosystems are inherently variable and highly complex. This includes using experimental
designs and techniques as part of management actions, and integrating monitoring and
research with those management actions to evaluate their effects on the ecosystem.

Actions to improve juvenile and adult fish passage through mainstem dams, including
fish transportation actions and capital improvement measures, should protect biological
diversity by benefiting the range of species, stocks and life-history typesin the river, and
should favor solutions that best fit natural behavior patterns and river processes, while
maximizing fish surviva through the projects. Survival in the natura river should be the
baseline against which to measure the effectiveness of other passage methods.

For the purpose of planning for this fish and wildlife program, and particularly the
hydrosystem portion of the program, the Council assumes that, in the near term, the
breaching of the four federal dams on the lower Snake River will not occur. However,
the Council is obliged under law to revise its fish and wildlife program every five years,
at aminimum. If, within that five-year period, the status of the lower Snake River dams
or any other major component of the Federal Columbia River Power System has changed,
the Council can take that into account as part of the review process.

Mainstem hydrosystem operations and fish passage efforts should be directed at re-
establishing natural river processes where feasible and consistent with the Council’s
responsibility for maintaining an adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable power
supply.

The effect of ocean habitat on salmonid species should be considered in evaluating
freshwater habitat management to understand all stages of the salmon and steelhead life
cycle.

Systemwide water management, including flow augmentation from storage reservoirs,
should balance the needs of anadromous species with those of resident fish speciesin
upstream storage reservoirs so that actions taken to advance one species do not
unnecessarily come at the expense of other species.

There is an obligation to provide fish and wildlife mitigation where habitat has been
permanently lost due to hydroelectric development. Artificial production of fish may be
used to replace capacity, bolster productivity, and alleviate harvest pressure on weak
naturally spawning resident and anadromous fish populations. Restoration of
anadromous fish into areas blocked by dams should be actively pursued where feasible.
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Artificia production actions must have an experimental, adaptive management design.
This design will alow the region to evaluate benefits, address scientific uncertainties, and
improve hatchery survival while minimizing the impact on, and if possible benefiting,
fish that spawn naturally.

Harvest can provide significant cultural and economic benefits to the region, and the
program should seek to increase harvest opportunities consistent with sound biological
management practices. Harvest rates should be based on popul ation-specific adult
escapement objectives designed to protect and recover naturally spawning populations.

Achieving the vision requires that habitat, artificial production, harvest, and hydrosystem
actions are thoughtfully coordinated with one another. There al'so must be coordination
among actions taken at the subbasin, province, and basin levels, including actions not
funded under this program. Accordingly, creating an appropriate structure for planning
and coordination is a vital part of this program.
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B. Scientific Foundation and Principles

The scientific foundation reflectsthe best available scientific knowledge. The
scientific principles summarize thisknowledge at a broad level. The actionstaken
at the basin, province, and subbasin levels to fulfill the vision should be consistent
with, and based upon these principles.

1. Purpose of the Scientific Foundation

In developing a program to fulfill the vision statement above, the Council is relying on the
best available scientific knowledge. While the vision is a policy choice about what the program
should accomplish, the scientific foundation describes our best understanding of the biological
realities that will govern this accomplishment. The program can succeed only as it recognizes
these realities and builds upon them.

Thus, the scientific foundation is the basis for the working hypotheses that underlie this
program. It also provides specific guidance for program measures. For example, the strategies
for the use of artificial production are an application of the scientific foundation to the use of
hatcheries for raising fish within the Columbia River Basin.

The scientific foundation consists of the scientific principles, a detailed discussion of those
principles, the geographic structure of the program, and a set of more specific scientific rules and
hypotheses. Only the scientific principles and the geographic structure appear in this volume of
the program; the remainder of the foundation isin the Technical Appendix for this program.

The rules and hypotheses in the Technical Appendix will change over time in response to
new scientific information. These rules and hypotheses will continue to be evaluated as the
program is implemented and will be revised as needed.

In contrast, the scientific principles below are intended to be relatively fixed points of
reference. Although scientific knowledge will improve over time, modification of the principles
should occur only after due scientific deliberation. The Council charges the Independent
Scientific Advisory Board with the primary role in reviewing and recommending modifications
to the scientific principles in the future prior to any major revision of this program.

2. Scientific Principles

As part of the scientific foundation, the program recognizes eight principles of general
application. Itisintended that al actions taken to implement this program be consistent with
these principles.
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The scientific principles are grounded in established scientific literature to provide a stable
foundation for the Council’s program. A more detailed discussion of the implications of these
principles, together with citations to the supporting references, is included in the Technical
Appendix.

Principle 1. The abundance, productivity and diversity of organismsareintegrally linked
to the characteristics of their ecosystems.

The physical and biological components of ecosystems together produce the diversity,
abundance and productivity of plant and animal species, including humans. The combination of
suitable habitats and necessary ecological functions forms the ecosystem structure and conditions
needed to provide the desired abundance and productivity of specific species.

Principle 2. Ecosystems are dynamic, resilient and develop over time.

Although ecosystems have definable structures and characteristics, their behavior is highly
dynamic, changing in response to internal and external factors. The system we see today is the
product of its biological, human and geological legacy. Natural disturbance and change are
normal ecological processes and are essentia to the structure and maintenance of habitats.

Principle 3. Biological systems operate on various spatial and time scales that can be
organized hierarchically.

Ecosystems, landscapes, communities and populations are usefully described as hierarchies of
nested components distinguished by their appropriate spatial and time scales. Higher-level
ecological patterns and processes constrain, and in turn reflect, localized patterns and processes.
Thereisno single, intrinsically correct description of an ecosystem, only one that is useful to
management or scientific research. The hierarchy should clarify the higher-level constraints as
well as the localized mechanisms behind the problem.

Principle 4. Habitats develop, and are maintained, by physical and biological processes.
Habitats are created, atered and maintained by processes that operate over arange of scales.
Locally observed conditions often reflect more expansive or non-local processes and influences,
including human actions. The presence of essential habitat features created by these processes
determines the abundance, productivity and diversity of species and communities. Habitat
restoration actions are most effective when undertaken with an understanding and appreciation of
the underlying habitat-forming processes.

Principle 5. Species play key rolesin developing and maintaining ecological conditions.
Each species has one or more ecologica functions that may be key to the development and
maintenance of ecological conditions. Species, in effect, have a distinct job or occupation that is
essential to the structure, sustainability and productivity of the ecosystem over time. The
existence, productivity and abundance of specific species depend on these functions. In turn, loss
of species and their functions lessens the ability of the ecosystem to withstand disturbance and
change.
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Principle 6. Biological diversity allows ecosystemsto persist in the face of environmental
variation.

The diversity of species, traits and life histories within biological communities contributes to
ecological stability in the face of disturbance and environmental change. Loss of species and
their ecological functions can decrease ecological stability and resilience. It is not smply that
more diversity is always good; introduction of non-native species, for example, can increase
diversity but disrupt ecological structure. Diversity within a species presents a greater range of
possible solutions to environmenta variation and change. Maintaining the ability of the
ecosystem to express its own species composition and diversity alows the system to remain
productive in the face of environmental variation.

Principle 7. Ecological management is adaptive and experimental.

The dynamic nature, diversity, and complexity of ecological systems routinely disable attempts
to command and control the environment. Adaptive management — the use of management
experiments to investigate biological problems and to test the efficacy of management
programs—provides a model for experimental management of ecosystems. Experimental
management does not mean passive “learning by doing”, but rather a directed program aimed at
understanding key ecosystem dynamics and the impacts of human actions using scientific
experimentation and inquiry.

Principle 8. Ecosystem function, habitat structure and biological performance are affected
by human actions.

As humans, we often view ourselves as separate and distinct from the natural world. However,
we are integral parts of ecosystems. Our actions have a pervasive impact on the structure and
function of ecosystems, while, at the same time, our health and well being are tied to these
conditions. These actions must be managed in ways that protect and restore ecosystem structures
and conditions necessary for the survival and recovery of fish and wildlife in the basin. Success
depends on the extent to which we choose to control our impacts so as to balance the various
services potentially provided by the Columbia River Basin.
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C. Biological Objectives

The biological objectives describe the conditionsthat are needed to reach thevision,
consistent with the scientific principles. The program fulfillsthe vision by achieving
these obj ectives.

1. Overarching objectives

The Northwest Power Act directs the Council to develop a program to “protect, mitigate, and
enhance’ fish and wildlife of the Columbia River and its tributaries, included related spawning
grounds and habitat, affected by the devel opment and operation of the federal hydrosystem. In
the vision, the Council has stated four overarching biological objectives for this program. They
are

e A Columbia River ecosystem that sustains an abundant, productive, and diverse
community of fish and wildlife.

e Mitigation across the basin for the adverse effects to fish and wildlife caused by the
development and operation of the hydrosystem.

e Sufficient populations of fish and wildlife for abundant opportunities for tribal trust and
treaty right harvest and for non-tribal harvest.

e Recovery of the fish and wildlife affected by the development and operation of the
hydrosystem that are listed under the Endangered Species Act

The Council recognizes that achieving these broad objectives is not the sole responsibility of
this fish and wildlife program nor the Bonneville Power Administration. Complementary actions
by other governmental agencies and funding sources, including Canadian entities where
appropriate, as well as the support and participation of the citizens of the Northwest, will be
needed for these objectives to be fully achieved. Consequently, the focus of the program is
limited to fish and wildlife affected by the development, operation, and management of the
hydrosystem.

2. Basin-level biological objectives

Biological objectives describe physical and biological changes needed to achieve the
vision, based on the information we now have and thereby fulfill the vision. Biological
objectives have two components:. (1) biological performance, describing responses of
populations to habitat conditions, described in terms of capacity, abundance, productivity and
life history diversity, and (2) environmental characteristics, which describe the environmental
conditions or changes sought to achieve the desired population characteristics. Where possible,
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biological objectives are intended to be empirically measurable and based on an explicit
scientific rationale. Objectives at the basin level are more qualitative, but objectives should
become increasingly quantitative and measurable at the province and subbasin levels. These
basinwide objectives will help determine the amount of change needed across the basin to fulfill
the vision. They will also help determine the cost effectiveness of program strategies, and
provide a basis for monitoring, evaluation and accountability.

The Council will establish specific biological objectives at the province level and in
subbasin plans identifying the changes needed in characteristics of the environment and target
populations. The program provides the following biological objectives at the basin level:

a) Objectivesfor biological performance

The Council recognizes that significant losses of anadromous fish, resident fish, and
wildlife and their habitats have occurred as a result of the development and operation of the
hydrosystem. To be consistent with the Power Act, these losses establish the underlying basis for
population objectives for the program as awhole. Collectively, specific biological objectives
should represent what is considered to be mitigation for losses under the program. Losses of
these characteristics have not been measured.

1. Anadromous fish losses

The Council recognizes that the scientific basis for biological objectivesis not certain and
will shift over time as our knowledge improves. Further, we expect to learn a great deal through
the process of developing subbasin plans. The Council intends to review, and if necessary,
revise these objectives in the course of adopting subbasin plans in a subsequent amendment
process. On an interim basis, until subbasin plans identify actual targets, the Council adopts the
following regional objectives for anadromous fish:

e Halt declining trends in salmon and steelhead populations above Bonneville Dam by
2005. Obtain the information necessary to begin restoring the characteristics of heathy
lamprey populations.

o Restore the widest possible set of healthy naturally reproducing populations of salmon
and steelhead in each relevant province by 2012. Healthy populations are defined as
having an 80 percent probability of maintaining themselves for 200 years at a level that
can support harvest rates of at least 30 percent.

e Increase total adult salmon and steelhead runs above Bonneville Dam by 2025 to an
average of 5 million annually in a manner that supports tribal and non-tribal harvest.
Within 100 years achieve population characteristics that, while fluctuating due to natural
variability, represent on average full mitigation for losses of anadromous fish.

2. Substitution for anadromous fish losses
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Part of the anadromous fish losses has occurred in the blocked areas. A corresponding
part of the mitigation for these losses must occur in those areas. The program has a “ Resident
Fish Substitution Policy” for areas in which anadromous fish have been extirpated. This policy is
contained in the Technical Appendix. Given the large anadromous fish losses in the blocked
areas, these actions have not mitigated these losses. To address anadromous fish losses and
mitigation requirements in all blocked areas:

e Restore native resident fish species (subspecies, stocks and populations) to near historic
abundance throughout their historic ranges where original habitat conditions exist and
where habitats can be feasibly restored.

e Take action to reintroduce anadromous fish into blocked areas, where feasible.

e Administer and increase opportunities for consumptive and non-consumptive resident
fisheries for native, introduced, wild, and hatchery-reared stocks that are compatible with
the continued persistence of native resident fish species and their restoration to near
historic abundance (includes intensive fisheries within closed or isolated systems).

3. Resident fish losses

The development and operation of the hydrosystem has also resulted in losses of numbers
and diversity of native resident fish, such as bull trout, cutthroat trout, kokanee, white sturgeon
and other species. To address resident fish losses:

e Complete assessments of resident fish losses throughout the basin resulting from the
hydrosystem, expressed in terms of the various critical population characteristics of key
resident fish species.

e Maintain and restore healthy ecosystems and watersheds, which preserve functional links
among ecosystem elements to ensure the continued persistence, health and diversity of all
species including game fish species, non-game fish species, and other organisms.

e Protect and expand habitat and ecosystem functions as the means to significantly increase
the abundance, productivity, and life history diversity of resident fish at least to extent
they have been affected by the development and operation of the hydrosystem.

e Achieve population characteristics of these species within 100 years that, while
fluctuating due to natural variability, represent on average full mitigation for losses of
resident fish.

4. Wildlife losses

Development and operation of the hydrosystem also resulted in wildlife losses through
construction and inundation losses, direct operational losses or through secondary losses. The
program has included measures and implemented projects to obtain and protect habitat unitsin
mitigation for these calculated construction/inundation losses. Operational and secondary losses
have not been estimated or addressed. The program includes a commitment to mitigate for these
losses. More specific wildlife objectives are:

e Quantify wildlife losses caused by the construction, inundation, and operation of the
hydropower projects,
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e Develop and implement habitat acquisition and enhancement projects to fully mitigate for
identified losses,

e Coordinate mitigation activities throughout the basin and with fish mitigation and
restoration efforts, specifically by coordinating habitat restoration and acquisition with
aguatic habitats to promote connectivity of terrestrial and aguatic areas;

e Maintain existing and created habitat values,

e Monitor and evaluate habitat and species responses to mitigation actions.

b) Objectivesfor environmental characteristics

Basin-level environmental characteristics describe the kinds of changes that are needed
across the Columbia Basin to achieve the changes in biologica performance described above.
Again, the intent is to achieve the vision and allow for mitigation under the Power Act for the
fish and wildlife losses resulting from the development and operation of the hydrosystem. The
Council isincluding in the Technical Appendix of this program a provisional set of
environmental characteristic objectives for the basin level.

The Council directs the Independent Scientific Advisory Board to review the basin-level
environmental characteristics in the Technical Appendix by June 2001. The ISAB should report
to the Council on the scientific soundness and basinwide applicability of the environmental
characteristics, as well as their utility for further defining biological objectives at the province
and subbasin levels. As part of itsreview, the ISAB should consider and report to the Council on
the applicability of these objectives in the most atered areas of the basin, the blocked areas.

The Council will make the ISAB’ s report publicly available and seek views and comment
from interested parties. The Council will consider the report of the ISAB and the views and
comments of others on the report, and will confirm or revise these basin-level objectives for
environmental characteristics for purposes of providing guidance for subbasin-level planning and
further program amendments.

3. Further development of biological objectives at the basin level

Biological objectives, comprising both biological performance and environmental
characteristic standards, will be established at the province level and subbasin level (in subbasin
plans) in subsequent program amendments. However, the efforts at assessment and planning that
will precede the formal adoption of province- and subbasin-level biological objectives may
further inform the basin-level objectives adopted here. Thisis possible in two primary ways.
First, assessment and planning at these levels should test the validity of the general basin-level
biological objectives, as described above. Second, assessment and planning at these levels may
identify more specific, quantified biological objectives for the program as awhole. Examples
might include abundance and performance objectives for fish populations that transcend more
than one province, specific programwide objectives for improvement in certain habitat types, and
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specific objectives for water management and coordinated operation of the hydrosystem to
benefit fish and wildlife.

More specific basinwide objectives could help determine the amount of change needed
across the basin to fulfill the vision. They will also help determine the cost-effectiveness of
program strategies and provide a basis for monitoring, evaluation, and accountability. These
more specific objectives will be considered as guidance for subbasin planning, and for adoption
when the Council considers adoption of province-level biological objectives and subbasin plans.

4. Significance of objectives and strategies:

These objectives and the strategies that follow are to be used as guidance for developing
province and subbasin plans, as the basis for development of more specific objectives, and as a
basis for Council recommendations to the Bonneville Power Administration regarding project
funding. Proposed measures will be evaluated for consistency with these objectives and
strategies. A primary function of the monitoring and evaluation components of this program is
to measure progress toward achieving these objectives.

All province and subbasin plans must be consistent with these objectives.
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D. Strategies

Strategies are plans of action to accomplish the biological objectives. In developing
strategies, the program takes into account not only the desired outcomes, but also
the physical and biological realities expressed in the scientific foundation.

1. Introduction

This program anticipates that detailed plans, consistent with the biological objectives, will be
developed locally for each of the 53 subbasins in the Columbia River Basin. Because most of
the specific actions will be addressed at the province and subbasin levels, most of the strategies
will be developed there. At the subbasin level, “strategies’ will include the particular measures
to be implemented within a given subbasin.

Thus, at the basin level, most of the strategies are guidelines for implementation at other
levels of the program. However, these strategies aso include specific measures for subjects that
transcend one or more of the provinces, such as data management, research, monitoring and
evaluations.

In general, the purpose of the strategies at the basin level isto allow maximum local
flexibility while assuring that subbasin plans follow the best available scientific knowledge, are
consistent with one another, and, together, form a well-integrated, well-organized, and
comprehensive fish and wildlife program.

These strategies are presumed to be applicable to all subbasin plans and projects proposed for
funding. This presumption may be overcome by showing, to the satisfaction of the Council,
compelling reasons why the particular action proposed will be a greater benefit to fish and
wildlife than one that is in accordance with these strategies. In addition, in the case of subbasin
plans, when a plan proposed for adoption is not consistent with these strategies, the proponent
may also propose that these strategies be amended so that the plan will be in compliance. Again,
such amendments will require a showing of compelling reasons why the amendment will result
in greater benefit to fish and wildlife.

2. Linkage of general biological objectiveswith strategies

Because this is a habitat-based program, implementation strategies will vary depending on
the current condition and the restoration potential of the habitat* for the species and life stages of
interest. For example, with regard to fish spawning and rearing in either the mainstem or
tributaries, the first consideration in any particular area is the current condition of the habitat for

1 Asusedin this section, “habitat” includes the ecological functions of the habitat and the habitat structure.
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spawning and rearing and the potential for protection or restoration of that habitat for natural
production. If the potential for restoring the natural production of the habitat is low, or the
biological potential? of the target population® is low because of survival problems elsewherein
its life cycle, the area may become a candidate for certain types of artificial production.

The following table illustrates possible applications of this approach to strategies within this
program.

Criteria Examples of Strategies
Habitat Description Biological Habitat Possible Artificial
condition Potential of | Strategy Production
Target Strategy
Species
Ecological functionsand | High Preserve No artificial
Intact habitat structure largely production
intact. Low Preserve Limited
supplementation
Potentially restorable to | High Restoreto Interim
intact status through intact supplementation
Restorable  |conventional techniques | Low Limited
and approaches. Restoreto supplementation
intact
Ecological function or |High Moderate Limited
Compromised habi _tat strl_Jct_ur_e restore supplementation
substantially diminished | Low Moderate Supplementation
restore
Habitat fundamentally |High Substitute | Replacement Hatchery
Eliminated _altered or _bI ocked_ C :
without feasible option |LOW Substitute | Replacement Hatchery
to reverse

Intact habitat: Where the habitat for atarget population is largely intact, then the biological
objectives for that habitat will be to preserve the habitat and restore the population of the target
species up to the sustainable capacity of the habitat.

When the biological potential of atarget population is high, biological risk should be avoided
and restoration should be by means of natural spawning and rearing. When the biological
potential of the target population is limited by externa factors, such as the presence of mainstem
dams or other factors, supplementation is a possible policy choice to augment natural capacity

>The“biological potential” of a species means the potential capacity, productivity, and life history diversity of a
g)opulation in its habitat at each life stage.

“Target species’ or “target population” means a species or population singled out for attention because of its
harvest significance or cultural value, or because it represents a significant group of ecological functionsin a
particular habitat type.
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and productivity, in a limited fashion that ensures that the majority of production will be the
result of natural spawning.

Restorable habitat: Where the habitat for a target population is absent or severely
diminished, but can be restored through conventional techniques and approaches, then the
biological objective for that habitat will be to restore the habitat with the degree of restoration
depending on the biological potential of the target population. Where the target population has
high biological potential, the objective will be to restore the habitat to intact condition, and
restore the population up to the sustainable capacity of the habitat. In this situation, if the target
population had been severely reduced or eliminated as aresult of the habitat deterioration, the
use of artificial production in an interim way is a possible policy choice to hasten rebuilding of
naturally spawning populations after restoration of the habitat.

Where the target population has low biological potential -- for example, when downstream
rearing conditions severely limit the survival of juveniles from a given spawning area -- the
objective will be to restore the habitat to intact condition and consider sustained but limited
supplementation as a possible policy choice.

Compromised habitat: Where the habitat for atarget population is absent or substantially
diminished and cannot reasonably be fully restored, then the biological objective for that habitat
will depend on the biological potential of the target species.

Where the target species has high biological potential, the objective will be to restore the
habitat up to the point that the sustainable capacity of the habitat is no longer a significant
limiting factor for that population. The objective also isto restore the population of the target
species up to the sustainable capacity of the restored habitat. Sustained supplementation in a
limited fashion is a possible policy choice in this instance.

Where the target species has low biological potential, the objective will be to restore the
habitat up to the point that the sustainable capacity of that habitat is no longer a significant
limiting factor for that population. In thisinstance, a possible policy choice is expanded artificia
production that utilizes the natural selection capabilities of the natural habitat to maintain fitness
of both natural and artificial production.

Eliminated habitat: Where habitat for atarget population isirreversibly atered or blocked,
and therefore there are no opportunities to rebuild the target population by improving its
opportunities for growth and survival in other parts of its life history, then the biological
objective will be to provide a substitute. In the case of wildlife, where the habitat is inundated,
substitute habitat would include setting aside and protecting land elsewhere that is home to a
similar ecological community. For fish, substitution would include an aternative source of
harvest (such as a hatchery stock) or a substitution of a resident fish species as a replacement for
an anadromous Species.
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3. Habitat Strategies

Primary strategy: Identify the current condition and biological potential of the habitat,
and then protect or restoreit to the extent described in the biological objectives.

This program relies heavily on protection of, and improvements to, inland habitat as the most
effective means of restoring and sustaining fish and wildlife populations. However, it also
recognizes that depending on the condition of the habitat and the target species, certain
categories of mitigation investments are likely to be more effective than others. Thus, an
important function of this strategy is to direct investments to their most productive applications.

Changes in the hydrosystem are unlikely within the next few years to fully mitigate impacts
to fish and wildlife. However, the Northwest Power Act allows off-site mitigation for fish and
wildlife populations affected by the hydrosystem. Because some of the greatest opportunities for
improvement lie outside the immediate area of the hydrosystem --- in the tributaries and
subbasins off the mainstem of the Columbia and Snake Rivers --- this program seeks habitat
improvements outside the hydrosystem as a means of off-setting some of the impacts of the
hydrosystem.

For example, passage through the hydrosystem causes injury to spring chinook. While
measures at the dams can and should be taken to reduce this injury, as long as the dams exist
they will continue to cause some of thisinjury. As an offset, the program may call for
improvements in spawning and rearing habitats in tributaries where there are no dams present.
By restoring these habitats, which were not damaged by the hydrosystem, the program helps
compensate for the existence of the hydrosystem.

Habitat considerations extend beyond the tributaries, however. Historically, the mainstem
Columbia and Snake rivers were among the most productive spawning and rearing habitats for
salmonids and provided essential resting and feeding habitat for mainstem resident and migrating
fish. Protection and restoration of mainstem habitat conditions must be a critical piece of this
habitat-based program.

As explained further in other parts of this program, a specific plan will be developed for each
of the subbasins in the Columbia River Basin and for related sections of the mainstem Columbia
and Snake rivers, as well as objectives and strategies for each ecological province. Each
subbasin plan will begin with an assessment of the current physical and biological conditions,
and then address the improvements that are needed.

The Council believes there is awide variety of potentially successful approaches that may be
used to improve and maintain habitat, and also believes that the choice of which approach to use
is best left to alocal, site-specific decision, subject to scientific review. However, al subbasin
plans, and measures within those plans, should be consistent with the vision and biological
objectives, and the following strategies:
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Build from strength: Efforts to improve the status of fish and wildlife populations in the
basin should protect habitat that supports existing populations that are relatively healthy
and productive. Next, we should expand adjacent habitats that have been historically
productive or have a likelihood of sustaining healthy populations by reconnecting or
improving habitat. In asimilar manner, this strategy applies to the restoration of weak
stocks: the restoration should focus first on the habitat where portions of that population
are doing relatively well, and then extend to adjacent habitats.

Restor e ecosystems, not just single species: Increasing the abundance of single
populations may not, by itself, result in long-term recovery. Restoration efforts must
focus on restoring habitats and developing ecosystem conditions and functions that will
allow for expanding and maintaining a diversity within, and among, speciesin order to
sustain a system of robust populations in the face of environmental variation.

Use native specieswherever feasible: Even in degraded or atered environments, native
species in native habitats provide the best starting point and direction for needed
biological conditionsin most cases. Where a species native to that particular habitat
cannot be restored, then another species native to the Columbia River Basin should be
used. Any proposal to produce or release non-native species must overcome this strong
presumption in favor of native species and habitats and be designed to avoid adverse
impacts on native species.

Substitution: Mitigation in areas blocked to salmon and steelhead by the devel opment
and operation of the hydropower system is appropriate, and flexibility in approach is
needed to develop a program that provides resident fish substitutions for lost salmon and
steelhead where in-kind mitigation cannot occur. The “Compilation of Salmon and
Steelhead Losses in the Columbia River Basin” and the “Numerical Estimates of
Hydropower-related Losses’” contained in the Technical Appendix to this program
together are the starting place for the Council’ s approach regarding substitution.

Include the estuary: The estuary is an important ecological feature that is negatively
affected by upriver management actions and local habitat change. While less is known
about the potential for improvement in the estuary than is known about the potential for
improvement in most other parts of the Columbia River Basin, there are indications that
substantial improvements are possible and that these improvements may benefit most of
the anadromous fish populations. The estuary will be included as one of the planning
units for this program. (The freshwater plume and the ocean itself are also important
habitats for salmon and are addressed in the Ocean Conditions section of this program.)

Addresstransboundary species. Because about 15 percent of the Columbia River Basin
isin British Columbia, including the headwaters of the Columbia and several of its key
tributaries, ecosystem restoration efforts should address transboundary stocks of fish and
wildlife and transboundary habitats. Where mitigation measures are designed to benefit
both U.S. and Canadian fish and wildlife populations, U.S. ratepayer funding should be in
proportion to anticipated benefits to the U.S. populations.
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4. Artificial Production Strategies

Primary strategy: Artificial production can be used, under the proper conditions, to (1)
complement habitat improvements by supplementing native fish populations up to the
sustainable carrying capacity of the habitat with fish that are as similar as possible, in
genetics and behavior, to wild native fish, and (2) replace lost salmon and steelhead in
blocked areas.

The critical issue that the region faces on artificial production is whether artificial production
activities can play arole in providing significant harvest opportunities throughout the basin while
also acting to protect and even rebuild naturally spawning populations. Artificial production
must be used in a manner consistent with ecologically based scientific principles for fish
recovery. Fishraised in hatcheries for harvest should have a minimal impact on fish that spawn
naturally. Fish reared in hatcheries or by other artificial means for the purpose of supplementing
the recovery of awild population should clearly benefit that population.

The science on thisissueis far from settled. Improperly run, artificial production programs
can do damage to wild fish runs. However, when fish runs fall to extremely low levels, artificial
production may be the only way to keep enough of that population aive in the short term so that
it has a chance of recovering in the long term. What is not so clear is the extent to which
artificially produced fish can be mixed with awild population in a way that sustains and rebuilds
the wild population.

The Council has weighed these uncertainties and, recognizing that inaction also holds a large
risk, has adopted the strategies in this section. These strategies, which are summarized in the
Biologica Objectives table in section D(2), are intended to address the limitations and
opportunities of specific habitat conditions.

e |Implementation of recommendations from Artificial Production Review: The
Council and the region’s fish and wildlife managers recently completed a multiyear
review of artificial production in the Columbia River Basin. This review established a set
of standards to be applied in all artificial production programs in the Columbia River
Basin, and this program incorporates these standards as minimum standards for all
artificial production projects. The full description of these standards is in the Artificial
Production Review section of the Technical Appendix. In summary, the policies are:

a. The purpose and use of artificial production must be considered in the context of the
ecologica environment in which it will be used.

b. Artificial production must be implemented within an experimental, adaptive

management design that includes an aggressive program to evaluate the risks and
benefits and address scientific uncertainties.
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c. Hatcheries must be operated in a manner that recognizes that they exist within
ecological systems whose behavior is constrained by larger-scale basin, regional and
global factors.

d. A diversity of life history types and species needs to be maintained in order to sustain
a system of populations in the face of environmental variation.

e. Naturally selected populations should provide the model for successful artificially
reared populations, in regard to population structure, mating protocol, behavior,
growth, morphology, nutrient cycling, and other biological characteristics.

f. The entities authorizing or managing an artificial production facility or program
should explicitly identify whether the artificial propagation product is intended for the
purpose of augmentation, mitigation, restoration, preservation, research, or some
combination of those purposes for each population of fish addressed.

g. Decisions on the use of the artificial production tool need to be made in the context of
deciding on fish and wildlife goals, objectives and strategies at the subbasin and
province levels.

h. Appropriate risk management needs to be maintained in using the tool of artificial
propagation.

i. Production for harvest is a legitimate management objective of artificial production,
but to minimize adverse impacts on natural populations associated with harvest
management of artificially produced populations, harvest rates and practices must be
dictated by the requirements to sustain naturally spawning populations.

j. Federa and other legal mandates and obligations for fish protection, mitigation, and
enhancement must be fully addressed.

Wild salmon refuges: Where the critical habitat is largely intact, artificial production is
not currently occurring, and the fish population has good potential, then no artificial
production should be used. Those populations and their associated spawning and early
rearing habitat should be preserved and protected.

Harvest hatcheries. Hatcheries intended solely to produce fish for harvest may be used
to create a replacement for the lost or diminished harvest. The hatchery must be located
and operated in a manner that does not lead to adverse effects on other stocks through
excessive straying or excessive take of weak stocks in a mixed-stock fishery.

Restoration: Except for wild salmon refuges or areas where the habitat is blocked or
eliminated, supplementation of natural runs with artificialy produced fish may be used
for the purpose of rebuilding the natural runs, although the decision of whether to employ
supplementation for this purpose is one that should be made locally, as part of the
subbasin plan. The object of such supplementation is to restore and maintain healthy fish

Final 2000 Fish & Wildlife Program 29 November 14, 2000



O©ooO~NOoO O, WNE

populations, with sufficient genetic and life history diversity to ensure that eventually,
after appropriate habitat improvements, they will become self-sustaining.

Experimental approach: In recognition of the risk and uncertainty associated with
artificial production, each artificial production activity must be approached
experimentally with a plan detailing the purpose and method of operation, the
relationship to other elements of the subbasin plan, including associated habitat and other
projects within the subbasin plan, specific measurable objectives for the activity, and a
regular cycle of evaluation and reporting of results. This approach will allow the region
to address the remaining uncertainties on a case-by-case basis and quickly make
adjustments in artificial production activities where warranted.

Initial review: Over the next three years, every artificia production program and facility
in the basin, federa and non-federal, should undergo areview to determine its
consistency with these strategies, scientific principles, and policies. These evauations
will be a prerequisite for seeking continued funding and/or adopting a subbasin plan into
the program in the next phase of the amendment process. These evaluations must be
guided in part by basin, province-level and subbasin-level visions, goals and objectives,
and by overarching policies for artificial production based on the policies stated above.

Annual reporting and five-year review: After five years, the Council, other regional
decision-makers and Congress should assess whether existing review, funding and
planning processes are successful in implementing needed reforms in artificial production
practices. In the interim, the entities responsible for artificial production programs should
issue annual reports on their progress in achieving the policies and standards called for in
the Artificial Production Review. The Council will act as a clearinghouse to obtain,
compile, and distribute these annual reports for review by decision-makers and the

public.

Artificial Production Committee: In order to achieve aregional perspective and a
unified approach to artificial production reform, an advisory committee to the Council
will be created. The advisory committee will be tasked with reporting quarterly on
implementation of artificial production reforms across the basin in a consistent,
coordinated and efficient manner. A small team of agency personnel, independent
scientists, and representatives of non-governmental organizations will be assigned to
watch over and coordinate the reform effort. One early task for the committee will be to
further define the approach, work plan and decision points for evaluating the purpose of
all the artificia production programs and facilities over the next three years.
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5. Harvest

Primary strategies: Assure that subbasin plans are consistent with harvest management
practices and increase opportunities for harvest wherever feasible.

The Council makes no claim to regulatory authority over harvest of fish and wildlife. It
recognizes and affirms the fish and wildlife managers' legal jurisdiction and tribal trust and
treaty rights.

However, there is little point in recommending funding for implementation of a subbasin
plan when the objectives for the plan cannot be reached under current harvest regimes. If, for
example, awildlife mitigation project aims to re-establish an elk herd in a subbasin, and existing
regulations will allow for overly aggressive harvest of the herd while it is first being established,
there is good reason to doubt whether the project can succeed.

On the other hand, there is also no advantage to increasing fish populations in the interest of
greater harvest if the anticipated harvest regimes will not allow that harvest to take place. A
hatchery that rears fish solely for harvest is of little benefit if the mgjority of those fish go
uncaught because the potential harvest is restricted by the presence of another, much weaker
stock.

Therefore the Council adopts the following harvest strategies:

e Contributionsto harvest and escapement goals: Each subbasin plan and hatchery
management plan must explicitly describe the expected contribution to harvest for each
of the harvested stocks or species. In the case of wildlife, the plan must indicate the area
in which the wildlife will be harvested. In the case of fish, the plan must indicate the
expected contribution to specific fisheries. In both instances, the plan must identify clear
escapement goals for each species or stock and explain the basis on which that goal was
chosen.

e Compatibility with harvest regimes. Each subbasin plan and hatchery management
plan must state the likelihood that adequate numbers of adults will remain or return to the
subbasin to assure reproductive success and meet subbasin goals for the next generation.
If the escapement required for the plan to succeed is greater than that which occurs under
current harvest regimes, then the plan should also indicate whether and how the current
regimes will be adjusted and whether the managers for that harvest have concurred with
the adjustment.

e Artificial production: Artificially produced fish created for harvest should not be
produced unless they can be effectively harvested in a fishery or provide other significant
benefits. The appropriate reform for artificial production programs that do not meet this
strategy is termination or revision so that the program complies with this strategy.
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e Opportunitiesfor increased harvest: Each subbasin plan and hatchery management
plan should identify (&) where there is an opportunity for aterminal fishery and (b) any
instance in which increased harvest is possible but will not occur under the existing
harvest regime, and the changes that would be necessary to alow the harvest to occur.
The plan may also identify, and propose for funding if needed, equipment, marking
techniques, management costs, and monitoring and evaluation costs required to establish
the feasibility of selective harvest techniques that allow for additional harvest of species
and stocks originating in that subbasin or at that hatchery.

e Monitoring and reporting : The Council recommends the following practices in harvest

management, and will seek to encourage the region’s fish and wildlife managers to adopt
them:

a. Maintain an open and public process, allowing public observation of harvest and
allocation discussions and timely dissemination of harvest-related information in a
publicly accessible manner.

b. Integrate harvest management to assure that conservation efforts made in one fishery
can be passed through subsequent fisheries.

c. Manage harvest to ensure the risk of imprecision and error in predicted run size does
not threaten the survival and recovery of naturally spawning populations.

d. Monitor inriver and ocean fisheries and routinely estimate stock composition and
stock-specific abundance, escapement, catch, and age distribution. Expand
monitoring programs as hecessary to reduce critical uncertainties. Manage data so
that it can be easily integrated and readily available in real time.

e. Manage harvest consistent with the protection and recovery of naturally spawning
populations.

f. Biennialy solicit scientific peer review of harvest management plans and analyses,
starting in January 2002.

6. Hydr osystem passage and oper ations

Primary strategies: Provide conditions within the hydrosystem for adult and juvenile
fish that most closely approximate the natural physical and biological conditions,
provide adequate levels of survival to support fish population recovery based in
subbasin plans, support expression of life history diversity, and assurethat flow and
spill operations ar e optimized to produce the greatest biological benefits with the least
adver se effects on resident fish while assuring an adequate, efficient, economical, and
reliable power supply.

The development and operation of the hydrosystem has major impacts on fish: (1) The dams
themselves are barriers to upstream and downstream migration. (2) The dams, and the reservoirs
behind them, reduce the velocity of the river, affecting juvenile and adult migration speed. (3)
The storage, release, and impoundment of water changes the pattern of water flows and water
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temperatures above, through and below the hydroel ectric dams and changes the characteristics of
the estuary. (4) The reservoirs eliminate spawning and rearing areas in the mainstem by
increasing the river depth, decreasing water velocity, and retaining sediments. (5) Changesin
reservoir elevation affect the access of fish to adjoining streams, and affect the availability of
food for fish living in the reservoirs.

These impacts are not restricted to anadromous fish. White sturgeon spawning depends on
certain patterns of spring flow; trout and other species migrate between reservoirs and adjoining
streams and are affected by reservoir levels. High rates of discharge from a reservoir may reduce
the food supply available to fish in that reservoir and even entrain those fish, sending them
downstream. Even fish living in free-flowing stretches below reservoirs can be strongly
impacted by sudden changesin river elevation or water temperature resulting from operation of
the upstream project.

Wildlife are also affected by the development and operation of hydroelectric projects. In
particular, reservoir levels greatly affect the trees, shrubs, and grasses that would normally grow
at the water’ s edge and provide wildlife nesting and feeding habitat.

All of these impacts are basically habitat issues. The strategies identified above in the habitat
section are applicable here as well, and severa of the strategies in this section are smply
specialized applications of those in the habitat section.

The Council recognizes that the National Marine Fisheries Service and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, acting under the authority of the Endangered Species Act, will be prescribing
detailed conditions for the improvement and operation of the hydrosystem through the issuance
of biological opinions. These conditions focus on the needs of listed species, especially
migration and passage needs.

The Council plans to enact a mainstem coordination plan containing measures for the
hydrosystem by October 2001 in a subsequent phase of this program. The purpose of these
measures will be to recommend ways in which the hydrosystem operations called for in the
biological opinions could be adjusted, so as to assure that those operations meet the needs of
ESA-listed stocks and the dictates of the Northwest Power Act. The hydrosystem measures will
also provide necessary guidance to the Council’ s subbasin planning process.

Until October 2001, when the Council plans to have these hydrosystem measures devel oped,
the Council recommends that Bonneville, the Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and other operating agencies not move forward with previously called-for but
unimplemented measures in Sections 5 and 6 of the 1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program
relating to hydrosystem operations, including specific flow augmentation measures, except to the
extent the measures are fully consistent with the hydrosystem strategies outlined in this Phase
One program.

The Power Act requires the Council, in this program, to adopt measures to “protect, mitigate,

and enhance” al fish and wildlife affected by the operation of the hydrosystem, and to include
measures that provide for improved survival of fish at hydroelectric facilities and for flows of
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sufficient quality and quantity to improve production, migration and survival. The Act also
requires the Council to assure that the measures in this program are consistent with “an adequate,
economical, efficient, and reliable power supply.”

While the Council must consider the impacts of the conditions imposed by the federal
agencies under the Endangered Species Act, the Council has a broader mandate. As part of this
mandate, the Council recognizes that the survival of listed species affected by the hydrosystem
must be an integral component of the Council’s fish and wildlife plan. Addressing Endangered
Species Act requirements together with the long-term management of healthy stocks is along-
term planning objective of the Council. The Northwest Power Act requires that the Council must
assure that the needs of fish and wildlife are met as efficiently as possible, while also assuring
the continued reliability, adequacy and affordability of the regional power supply.

The Council believes that the federal agencies operating the hydrosystem will have some
flexibility in implementing the conditions imposed under the Endangered Species Act. In
addition, the manner in which the hydrosystem is operated outside of the circumstances regulated
by the Endangered Species Act may still have important consequences for fish and wildlife.

The Council adopts the following hydrosystem strategies:

e Strategy: Provide conditionsin the hydrosystem for adult and juvenile fish that
most closely approximate natural physical and biological conditions.

Background: In its Energy and Water Development appropriations bill for Fiscal Y ear
1998, Congress asked the Council, with the assistance of the Independent Scientific
Advisory Board, to review the capital improvements at mainstem dams proposed by the
Corps of Engineers. The reports produced by this review contain a set of technical
findings and recommendations. The reports are included in the Technical Appendix.
Based on these reports, and the recommendations of others, the Council is adopting this
general strategy, which includes, but is not limited to, the el ements noted below.

a. Protect biological diversity: Actions to improve juvenile and adult fish passage
through mainstem dams, including the use of fish transportation, should protect
biological diversity by benefiting the range of species, stocks and life-history typesin
the river, and should favor solutions that best fit natural behavior patterns and river
processes. Survival in the natural river should be the baseline against which to
measure the effectiveness of other passage methods. To meet the diverse needs of
multiple species and alow for uncertainty, multiple juvenile passage methods may be
necessary at individual projects.

b. Juvenile fish passage: To provide passage for juvenile fish that closely approximates
natural physical and biological conditions, and to increase the energy produced by the
hydrosystem, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Corps should (1) continue
testing and development of surface bypass systems taking into account the widest
range of biological diversity, utilizing an expedited approach to prototype
development, and ensuring full evaluation for the developmental phase, (2) relocate
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bypass outfalls in those circumstances where there are problems with predation and
juvenile fish injury and mortality, and (3) modify turbines to improve juvenile
survival.

. Adult passage: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should improve the overall

effectiveness of the adult fish passage program. This includes expediting schedules
to design and install improvements to fish passage facilities. Cool water releases
from reservoirs should continue to be used to facilitate migration. More emphasis
should be placed on monitoring and evaluation, increased accuracy of fish counts,
installation of PIT-tag detectors, evaluation of escapement numbers to spawning
grounds and hatcheries, research into water temperature effects on fish passage, and
the connection between fish passage design and fish behavior.

. Annual report on capital improvements: The Corps of Engineers, working within

the regional fish and wildlife project selection process, should report to the Council
annually on how the prioritization criteria and decisions on passage improvements
take into account these principles.

I mplementation of these principles: The Council (1) expects that the Independent
Scientific Review Panel (1SRP) will apply these principles during the Panel's review
of the reimbursable portion of the Bonneville fish and wildlife budget, which includes
the Corps passage program; (2) will itself apply these standards in its review of any

I SRP report and resulting recommendations to Congress on these passage budget
items; and (3) will recommend to Congress, in its reimbursable budget
recommendations, that budget requests from the Corps of Engineers be evaluated for
consistency with these principles.

Protect and expand mainstem spawning and rearing habitat: The operation of the
hydrosystem should protect, and where possible, expand, mainstem spawning and
rearing areas. In instances where this strategy conflicts with flows for juvenile
migration or temperature control, the system operators should identify the potential
conflict and seek recommendations from state and federal agencies and tribes on how
to best meet the two needs.

Inriver migration and transportation: Because the existence of the dams and
reservoirs creates conditions that are not natural, the Council, while seeking to
improve inriver conditions, recognizes that there are survival benefits from
transportation of migrating juvenile sailmon. Therefore, the Council (1) accepts
juvenile fish transportation as a transitional strategy, (2) will give priority to the
funding of research that more accurately measures the effect of improved inriver
migration compared to transportation, (3) will recommend increasing inriver
migration when research demonstrates that salmon survival would be improved as a
result of such migration, and (4) endorses the strategy of “spread the risk” which,
depending on water and environmental conditions, divides migrating juvenile salmon
and steelhead between inriver passage and transportation.
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e Strategy: Manage the hydrosystem so that patterns of flow more closely
approximate the natural hydrographic patterns, and assure any changesin water
management are premised upon, and proportionate to, fish and wildlife benefits.

a. Balance systemwide water management among different species and life stages:
Systemwide water management, including flow augmentation from storage
reservoirs, should balance the needs of resident fish with those of anadromous fish,
and the needs of migrating fish with those of spawning and rearing fish. In instances
where flow management needs conflict with this program, the system operators
should identify the potential conflict and seek recommendations from the Council,
fish and wildlife agencies and tribes and other affected entities on how best to balance
the different needs. Conflicts shall be reported to the Council.

b. Coordination: In fulfilling the operating conditions for the hydrosystem established
under the Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act, the federal system operating
agencies shall, to the fullest extent practicable, meet those conditions in a manner
which protects other fish and wildlife species affected by the operation of the
hydrosystem. In providing information on operations to meet the needs of a
particular species or set of species, the Fish Passage Center shall take into account,
through consultation with the fish and wildlife managers, the needs of other species
and indicate how these needs can best be balanced or accommodated. The fish and
wildlife managers should indicate to the Fish Passage Center whether such conflicts
among the needs of different species exist and, when present, recommend remedies.
On an interim basis, the operating conditions needed to meet the needs of these other
species are those that were adopted by the Council in Section 10 of its 1994-1995
program amendments. When the mainstem coordination plan and subbasin plans are
adopted by the Council, the relevant conditions will be included in the plans.

e Strategy: Assurethat flow and spill operations are optimized to produce the greatest

benefits with the least adver se effects on resident fish while assuring an adequate,
efficient, economical, and reliable power supply.

Background: The Council’s program must be consistent with “an adequate, efficient,
economical, and reliable power supply.” The Council will analyze potential impacts to the
power system of different water management and operation strategies, including proposed
federal operations to meet Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act requirements,
determine if the operations ensure an adequate, efficient, economical, and reliable power supply,
and recommend operational changes if not. The Council is particularly interested in the
efficiency and effectiveness of the operations undertaken for fish and wildlife. The Council will
be preparing recommendations that optimize energy production, capacity and especially
reliability while meeting diverse fish and wildlife needs.

a. In-season changes: The Bonneville Power Administration, in consultation with the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, before undertaking a
particular operation of the hydrosystem to benefit, or that will adversely affect, fish or
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wildlife, shall provide a written statement of the estimated cost or benefit and impact
on the power system of the proposed action. The Fish Passage Center, in consultation
with the fish and wildlife managers, shall provide a brief written statement of the
incremental benefit or detriment to fish or wildlife anticipated from the proposed
change. In the event that afish and wildlife agency or tribe believes that the proposed
action will have an adverse effect on fish and wildlife, Bonneville should also obtain
a brief written statement of the adverse effect. Copies of these statements should be
furnished to those parties considering the request, to the Council, and made available
to the public. This provision shall not apply to an operation in response to a
biological opinion requirement if the requirement is so specific that it leaves
essentially no discretion to the operating agencies on how to fulfill the requirement.

. Annual hydrosystem accountability report: Bonneville and the operating agencies

shall assist the Council in producing areport that shall provide an accounting of
Bonneville' s fish and wildlife expenditures and hydropower operations costs. For
example, the report should summarize a) the overall cost and impact to the hydro and
transmission system of operations for fish and wildlife and other non-power needs; b)
asummary of each change requested, the outcome of that request, and the reason for
approving or denying that request; and c) recommendations from fish and wildlife
managers and tribes for modifications to the operating regimes or investments in
facilities to improve fish and wildlife habitat within the hydrosystem without undue
affect on the costs to, or impacts on, the hydrosystem.

. Annual report on flow augmentation: Bonneville, in consultation with the National

Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, shall prepare an
annual report based on scientific research for review by the Independent Scientific
Advisory Board that documents the flow augmentation actions taken, the benefits of
flow augmentation for fish survival, and the precise attributes of flow that may make
it beneficial.

. Fish Passage Center: This program continues the operation of the Fish Passage

Center. The Council will establish and appoint an oversight board for the Fish
Passage Center, with representation from the National Marine Fisheries Service, the
tribes, the Council, and others, to provide policy guidance and assure regional
accountability and compatibility with the regional data management system. The
Fish Passage Center shall prepare an annual report to the Council and the oversight
board, summarizing its activities and accomplishments.

. In-season management coor dination: Through the biological opinions, the federal

agencies have established an implementation structure for annual and in-season
operations and for recommendations on funding for passage improvements. It isthe
Council’ s perspective that the part of the implementation structure that allows for
technical review functions adequately, although there is a need for greater
participation by affected entities. The Council recommends to the federal agencies
that the Technical Management Team and the Implementation Team be jointly
sponsored by the Council and the federal agencies, and allow for effective
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participation in these considerations by the relevant federal agencies, the Council and
states, the tribes of the Columbia River Basin, and other affected entities, in a highly
public forum. The Council will initiate discussions to jointly sponsor these
coordination teams.

f. Annual operating plan. The Council requests that each year, prior to March 1, the
in-season management participants prepare and make available to the Council and the
public an annual operating plan, describing the specific hydrosystem operations
recommended for that year. In those instances where specific operations have not
been determined as of March 1, the plan should identify the additional decisions that
will need to be made, and the basis on which the participants expect to make them.

g. Emergency actions. To ensure the reliability of the power supply, power system
operators may curtail fish and wildlife operations temporarily during emergency
situations.* A predetermined protocol should be established by the Technical
Management Team and the Implementation Team for emergency actions. > However,
the option of curtailing fish and wildlife operations during emergency situations
should not be used in lieu of establishing an adequate and reliable power supply.®

e Strategy: Establish and maintain a plan to assure coordination of mainstem
operations and improvements.

a. Mainstem coordination plan: The Council will assist interested parties to develop
and recommend for adoption into this program a mainstem coordination plan, similar
to the subbasin plans described in this program. This plan will develop standards for
systemwide coordination, such as flow regimes, spill, reservoir elevations, water

* An emergency can occur due to a major temperature drop like those experienced in 1989 and
1990 or due to the temporary loss of generation from a major resource like the Columbia
Generating Station or a powerhouse at a mainstem dam, or the loss of a major portion of the
transmission capability on the northern or southern interties.

® |n general, all existing resources in the Western Integrated System should be dispatched prior to
curtailing fish and wildlife operations. All reasonable efforts should aso be made to relieve the
emergency using demand-side resources, including requests for customers to voluntarily cut back
use. During winter emergencies, water being held in reservoirs for spring and summer flow
augmentation may be drafted. Once the emergency is resolved, any flow augmentation water
used should be replaced as soon as possible, to the extent possible. During summer emergencies,
bypass spill for fish may be curtailed or reduced or additional flow augmentation water may be
released.

® | the Northwest power system is deemed to be inadequate, new resources (whether generating
or demand-side) should be developed to bring the system up to expected standards. Resources
that integrate more effectively with fish and wildlife operations should be given highest priority
for development.
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retention times, passage modifications at mainstem dams, and operational
requirements to protect mainstem spawning and rearing areas. Thisplanisin
addition to the annual operating plan described above.

. Specific biological objectives and measuresrelevant to hydrosystem operations:

As the Council considers and adopts specific objectives and measures at the system,
province, and subbasin levels, the Council may adopt more specific biological
objectives and measures for mainstem operations. As provided in Section VIII (1) of
this program, the mainstem coordination plan will be the vehicle for considering and
adopting these specific objectives and measures. Specific objectives and measures
will be coordinated with the mainstem and hydrosystem standards and actions
contained in the National Marine Fisheries Service's and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service' s biological opinions and with the requirements of applicable federal laws.

Key uncertainties: As part of its cycle for project funding recommendations, the
Council will regularly convene a meeting of fish and wildlife agencies and tribes and
hydrosystem operating agencies for the purpose of identifying key uncertainties about
the operation of the hydrosystem and associated mainstem mitigation activities such
as transportation of juvenile fish. Thislist of key uncertainties will be the starting
point for targeted requests for research proposals.

. Longer-term planning per spectives: The region isin need of long-term planning

regarding the current constraints on and objectives of water management, including
current flood control requirements; the limitations on the purposes of managing water
under the Columbia River Treaty; the requirements, opportunities and challenges of
considering broader habitat needs, such as mainstem spawning and rearing habitat,
estuary and plume impacts, and ocean habitat; and the region’s long-term energy and
capacity power system needs in the context of a changing energy industry, and the
potentia implications for fish and wildlife.

Working with federal agencies in the region, the tribes and the state fish and wildlife
agencies, the Council will facilitate a long-term planning study to include
consideration of reconfiguration and operational alternatives that could provide
benefits for fish and wildlife on a broad scale. The study should also assess the
economic and hydropower impacts of al reconfiguration and operational alternatives.

Strategy: Assure that hydroelectric relicensing and future development provides
protection for fish and wildlife.

a. Hydroeectric development and licensing: The Council has adopted a set of

standards for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and others to apply to the
development and licensing of hydroelectric facilities in the Columbia River Basin.
This includes designating certain river reaches in the basin as “protected areas,”
where the Council believes that hydroel ectric development would have unacceptable
risks of loss to fish and wildlife species of concern, their productive capacity, or their
habitat. The standards, the river reaches to be protected, and the conditions relating
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to that protection, are identified in the Future Hydroel ectric Development section of
the Technical Appendix to this program.

7. Wildlife

Primary strategy: Complete the current mitigation program for construction and
inundation losses and include wildlife mitigation for all operational losses as an
integrated part of habitat protection and restoration.

Some previous versions of this fish and wildlife program have treated wildlife mitigation
measures as separate from fish mitigation measures. In this program, the Council has revised its
approach, treating a given habitat as an ecosystem that includes both fish and wildlife.

Table 11-4 of the Council’s 1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program, which is included in the
Technical Appendix to this program, estimated wildlife losses due to hydropower construction.
The 1994-1995 Program called upon the fish and wildlife managers and Bonneville to use this
table as the starting point for wildlife mitigation measures and short- and long-term mitigation
agreements. The program also called upon these parties to reach agreement on how wildlife
mitigation projects and fish mitigation projects should be credited toward identified losses.

A portion of the habitat units identified in Table 11-4 have been acquired in the wildlife
mitigation projects to date, and some mitigation project agreements establish the basis on which
the project will be credited toward these losses. However, no agreement has been reached on the
full extent of wildlife losses due to the operations of the hydrosystem, nor has there been
agreement on how to credit wildlife benefits resulting from riparian habitat improvements
undertaken to benefit fish.

The extent of the wildlife mitigation is of particular importance to agencies and tribes in the
so-called “blocked” areas, where anadromous fish runs once existed but were blocked by
development of the hydrosystem. While there are limited opportunities for improving resident
fish in those areas, resident fish substitution alone seldom is an adequate mitigation

Given the vision of this program, the strong scientific case for a more comprehensive,
ecosystem-based approach, and the shift to implementation of this program through provincial
and subbasin plans, the Council believes that the wildlife mitigation projects should be integrated
with the fish mitigation projects. Therefore the Council adopts the following wildlife strategies:

e Completion of current mitigation program: To provide an orderly transition between
the past fish and wildlife program and this program, Bonneville and the fish and wildlife
managers should complete mitigation agreements for the remaining habitat units. These
agreements should equal 200 percent of the habitat units (2:1 ratio) identified as
unannualized losses of wildlife habitat from construction and inundation of the federal
hydropower system as identified in Table 11-4, which is included in the Technical
Appendix to this program. This mitigation is presumed to cover al construction and
inundation losses, including annualized losses. In addition, for each wildlife agreement
that does not aready provide for long-term maintenance of the habitat, Bonneville and
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the applicable management agency shall propose for Council consideration and
recommendation a maintenance agreement adequate to sustain the minimum credited
habitat values for the life of the project.

a. Allocation of habitat units: Habitat acquired as mitigation for lost habitat units

identified in Table 11-4 must be acquired in the subbasin in which the lost units were
located unless otherwise agreed by the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes in that
subbasin.

. Habitat enhancement credits: Habitat enhancement credits should be provided to

Bonneville when habitat management activities funded by Bonneville lead to a net
increase in habitat value when compared to the level identified in the baseline habitat
inventory and subsequent habitat inventories. This determination should be made
through the periodic monitoring of the project site using the Habitat Evaluation
Procedure (HEP) methodology. Bonneville should be credited for habitat
enhancement efforts at aratio of one habitat unit credited for every habitat unit
gained.

Operational losses. An assessment should be conducted of direct operational impacts on
wildlife habitat. Subbasin plans will serve as the vehicle to provide mitigation for direct
operational losses and secondary losses. Annualization will not be used in determining the
mitigation due for these losses. However, where operational or secondary |osses have already
been addressed in an existing wildlife mitigation agreement, the terms of that agreement will

I mplementation guidelines: Project selection will be guided by subbasin plans
incorporating wildlife elements. The subbasin plans will reflect the current basin-wide
vision, biological objectives and strategies, and will also outline more specific short-term
objectives and strategies for achieving specific wildlife mitigation goals. The plans will act
as work plans for the fish and wildlife managers and tribes, with an emphasis on fully
mitigating the construction and inundation and direct operational losses by atime certain, and
will be revisited regularly as part of the provincial review cycle. Mitigation programs should
provide protection of habitat through fee-title acquisition, conservation easement, lease, or
management plans for the life of the project.
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8. Ocean Conditions

Primary strategy: |dentify the effects of ocean conditions on anadromous fish and use
thisinformation to evaluate and adjust inland actions.

The Council considers the ocean environment an integral component of the Columbia River
ecosystem. Freshwater and marine environments are not independent from one another and are
linked via large-scale atmospheric and oceanographic processes. The Council recognizes that
these environments are utilized differently by different salmonid species and may serve different
puUrposes.

The ocean is not a constant environment. Variations in ocean conditions occur over
relatively short periods of afew years, as well as over longer-term cycles measured in decades.
Within any time period, geographic variation in conditions can be pronounced aswell. Asa
result, salmon populations are constantly fluctuating, and may pass through decade-long cycles
of abundance, followed by equally long cycles of scarcity.

While we cannot control the ocean itself, we can take actions to assure that the salmon of the
Columbia River Basin are well prepared to survive in varying conditions. Better understanding
of the conditions salmon face in the ocean can suggest which factors will be most critical to
survival, and thus give insight as to which actions taken inland will be the most valuable.

An accurate and timely understanding of the survival in the ocean of each of the Columbia
River Basin stocks aso helps us assess the value of measures undertaken in this program.
Because the ultimate measure of success is the number of adult fish returning, accurate
monitoring and evaluation of inland efforts depends on our ability to isolate the effects of the
ocean on a stock from the effects of those inland actions.

Without the ability to distinguish ocean effects from other effects, we may be tempted to
confuse large returns with successful mitigation practices. Or, poor returns of adult fish may
lead to abandonment of mitigation actions that are in fact highly beneficial unless we can
recognize that the poor returns are in spite of, and not because of, these mitigation actions.

The estuary is addressed in the habitat strategy section because protecting and restoring
estuarine habitat is feasible and involves some of the same strategies as habitats further inland.
This section addresses the freshwater plume, the near-shore conditions, and the high seas, which
are less subject to human control.

The Council adopts the following ocean strategies:
e Managefor variability: Ocean conditions and regiona climates play alarge rolein the
survival of anadromous fish and other species in the Columbia River Basin. Management

actions should strive to help those species accommodate a variety of ocean conditions by
providing a wide range of life history strategies.
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e Distinguish ocean effectsfrom other effects. Monitoring and evaluation actions should
recognize and take into account the effect of varying ocean conditions and, to the extent
feasible, separate the effects of ocean-related mortality from that caused in the freshwater
part of the life cycle.
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9. Research, Monitoring, and Evaluation

Primary strategies: (1) Identify and resolve key uncertainties for the program, (2)
monitor, evaluate, and apply results, and (3) make information from this program
readily available.

The heart of this program is a set of immediate actions to improve conditions for fish and
wildlife. Despite alarge body of knowledge about the needs of fish and wildlife, there are still
many instances in which there is not yet enough information to fully understand which actions
will be most effective. The intention of the Council --- and the Northwest Power Act --- isfor
the region to make the best possible choice of actions based on the available information. Thus,
lack of perfect information is not grounds for inaction.

On the other hand, the long-term success of this program requires that we have a better
understanding of the problems so that we choose the most effective actions. The strategiesin
this section are intended to lead to that improved understanding.

The purpose of the research strategies under this program is to identify and resolve key
uncertainties.

The purpose of the monitoring and evaluation strategies is to assure that the effects of actions
taken under this program are measured, that these measurements are analyzed so that we have
better knowledge of the effects of the action, and that this improved knowledge is used to choose
future actions.

The purpose of the data management strategies is to support the research, monitoring, and
evauation strategies by making the results readily available. The data management strategy is
also intended to increase the public accountability of this program by making the results
accessible not only to specialists, but also to the public at large.

Resear ch:

e Research plan: The Council will establish a basinwide research plan, similar to the
subbasin plans, which identifies key uncertainties for this program and its biological
objectives and the steps needed to resolve them. The plan will identify major research
topics, including ocean research, and establish priorities for research funding.

e Coordination: The research plan will be coordinated with the research elements of the

mainstem plan and the subbasin plans. The process for developing the plan and
associated budgets will ensure independent scientific review, input from fish and wildlife
agencies and tribes, independent scientists, and other interested parties in the region.

e Open accessto results: All completed research funded by Bonneville will be made
readily available to all interested parties through the Internet and a library open to the
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public. Thisincludes abstracts and information about how to obtain the full text of any
report. Research projects will be required to submit all necessary information including
abstracts within six months after research is conducted.

“ State of the science” review: The Council will implement projects to review the
current state of the science in key research areas. This effort may include the use of
reports, surveys, conferences, and journals. In particular, the Council will work with the
Independent Scientific Advisory Board to develop a series of reports to survey past
research and summarize the state of the science in key aress.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Guiddinesfor collecting data and reporting results. The Council will initiate a
process involving al interested parties in the region to establish guidelines appropriate
for the collection and reporting of data in the Columbia River Basin.

Project standards for monitoring and evaluation: Except where these criteria are

clearly inapplicable, each project proposed for funding under this program must satisfy
the following monitoring and evaluation criteria:

1. The project must have measurable, quantitative biological objectives. (Related
projects may rely on asingle set of biological objectives.)

2. The project must either collect or identify data that are appropriate for measuring the
biological outcomes identified in the objectives.

3. Projectsthat collect their own data for evaluation must make this data and
accompanying metadata available to the region in electronic form. Data and reports
developed with Bonneville funds should be considered in the public domain. Data
and metadata must be submitted within six months of their collection.

4. The methods and protocols used in data collection must be consistent with guidelines
approved by the Council.

Bonneville, in its contracting process, should ensure that each project satisfies these four
criteria

Standards for monitoring and evaluation of subbasin plans: Subbasin plans will
contain biological objectives as well as a plan for monitoring and evaluation to assess
whether the projects implemented under the subbasin plan are achieving the objectives.
The monitoring and evaluation portion of a subbasin plan should 1) identify the
monitoring and evaluation tasks related to the objectives; 2)identify who will do the
evaluation and on what schedule; 3)explain what kind of independent review will be
incorporated if the main part of the monitoring and evaluation will be done by amain
participant in the plan implementation; and 4) provide a budget for the monitoring and
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evaluation work. The project-specific monitoring and eval uation described above should
feed information into the subbasin-level evaluation.

Standards for determining whether objectives of the program as a whole at the
basin and province levels are being achieved: Program implementation must also
include as a systemwide project a program to evaluate whether the individual actionsin
the various subbasins are achieving the objectives of the program stated at the basin and
province levels. The Council will work with other relevant parties in the basin to design
this program —evel monitoring and evaluation program, including describing the

eva uation tasks, who will do the work, the possible budget, and the possible use of the
independent science panels in assisting with this evaluation effort. The goal should be
for the Council to produce an annual evaluation report of the success of the program in
meeting its objectives.

Data M anagement

Data gaps: The Council will initiate a process for identifying data needs in the basin,
surveying available data, and filling any data gaps.

Dissemination of data via the Internet: The Council will initiate a process for
establishing an Internet-based system for the efficient dissemination of data for the
Columbia Basin. This system will be based on a network of data sites, such as Streamnet,
Northwest Habitat Institute, Fish Passage Center, Columbia River Data Access in Red
Time (DART), and others, linked by Internet technology. The functions of each data site,
or module, will be clearly articulated and defined.
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I\VV. Ecological Provinces

The program organizes the 53 subbasins of the Columbia River Basin into 11
Ecological Provinces, which are groups of adjoining subbasinswith similar climates
and geology. Because each province hasits own distinct environment and fish and
wildlife populations, each will have its own vision, biological objectives, and
strategies. Those elementswill be adopted in a later rulemaking. The province-
level visions, objectives, and strategies will be consistent with those adopted at the
basin level.

A. Geographical Structure

The Columbia River is an integrated biophysical system, but the basin is too large and
complex for us to understand or manage as a single entity. At the same time, managing each
piece as an independent entity risks losing appreciation for the interaction between components
and their collective performance as a system. For this reason, the Council is adopting an
ecologically based structure for the Columbia River ecosystem that emphasizes the
interrelationships of the parts, including the Canadian portion of the basin to the extent
information is available.

Within the Columbia River ecosystem, the scientific foundation defines areas with distinct
ecological character that it termed ecological provinces (Figure 1). Ecological provinces are
distinct subdivisions of the landscape containing ecologically related subbasins. The provinces
are distinguished primarily on patterns related to hydrology, climate and regional geology.

These physical patterns relate to biological population patterns as well. Populations within a
province are more likely to be related to other populations within that province than to
populations in other provinces. Life history and other characteristics should group into patterns
that reflect physical habitat structure.

Each province consists of a set of adjoining watersheds with similar ecological conditions
and tributaries that ultimately connect, flowing into the same river or lake. These provinces are
thus appropriate units around which to organize and evaluate recovery objectives and efforts.

For our purposes, a subbasin can only be in one province; boundaries do not cut across
subbasins (an exception was made for the Spokane River, split between two provinces at Lake
Coeur d’Alene). Hydroelectric dams, including the major dams on the Columbia and Snake
rivers, are also considered to be within provinces.

Based on patterns of terrestrial vegetation, the headwaters of a subbasin are often distinct
from the lower reaches and have been put into separate areas in other schemes. However, for
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purposes of planning, it makes little sense to split subbasins. Instead, we treat each subbasin as
an integral component of a set of related subbasins forming a province. Table 1 displays the
provinces and subbasins of the Columbia River Basin.

[

Figure 2. Ecological Provinces of the Columbia River Ecosystem
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1
2 Figure2a. ColumbiaRiver Basin in the United States and Canada
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Cowlitz

Kaama

Lewis

Willamette

Washougal

Sandy

Columbia River and all tributaries above
the estuary and downstream of, but not
including, Bonneville Dam

Lower Columbia

Wind

White Salmon

Little White Salmon

Klickitat

Hood

Fifteenmile Creek

Columbia River and all tributaries
between, and including, Bonneville and
The Dalles dams

Columbia Gorge

Deschutes

John Day

Y akima

Umatilla

WallaWalla

Crab Creek

Tucannon

Columbia River and all tributaries
upstream of The Dalles up to and
including Wanapum Dam

e The Snake River and all tributaries from
Lewiston, Idaho, to the confluence with
the Columbia River

Columbia Plateau
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L andscape

Province

Subbasin

Columbia Cascade

Wenatchee

Entiat

Lake Chelan

Methow

Okanogan

Columbia River and all tributaries
downstream from, but not including,
Chief Joseph Dam to Wanapum Dam

Inter-Mountain

Lake Rufus Woods

San Pail

Spokane downstream of Lake Coeur

d Alene

Columbia River and all tributaries
between and including Chief Joseph Dam
and the U.S./Canada border

Pend Orellle

Spokane above and including Lake Coeur
d’ Alene

Lower Kootenai

Moyie

Mountain Columbia

Priest

Clark Fork
Flathead
Blackfoot
Bitterroot

Blue Mountain

Grande Ronde

Asotin

Imnaha

Snake River and all tributaries from
Lewiston to Hells Canyon Dam

Mountain Snake

Clearwater
Salmon

Middle Snake

Burnt

Powder

Weiser

Boise

Owyhee

Bruneau

Snake River and al tributaries from Hells
Canyon Dam to Shoshone Falls
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L andscape Province Subbasin

Big Wood

Little Wood

Little Lost

Henry’s Fork

Snake River and all tributaries from
Shoshone Falls to headwaters, all closed
basins within the Columbia Basin east of
Shoshone Fals

Upper Snake

B. Province Visions, Objectives, and Strategies

The Council has not yet adopted specific visions, objectives, or strategies for ecological
provinces. Before offering more specific guidance at the province level, the Council believes
that it isimportant to complete a preliminary assessment at the province level, identifying the
attributes, needs, and opportunities that are unique to each province. That assessment is
expected to be completed by early 2001. Upon completion of subbasin planning, the Council
expects to amend into the program appropriate visions, objectives, and strategies for the
provinces.

Biological objectives at the province scale guide development of the program at the subbasin
scale. It islikely that there will be some iteration among biological objectives at the various
scales as information is developed. However, the Council intends to develop a provisiona set of
objectives at the province scale to provide planning guidelines for subbasin planning. These may
be revisited in the future to reflect the experience gained in planning at the subbasin level.

Biological objectives at the province level will be used to 1) “size” the program and describe
the amount of change needed across the province, 2) help determine cost effectiveness of
program measures, and 3) provide the basis for program accountability and the monitoring,
evaluation and research associated with this program. The biological objectives at the province
level are not intended to be prescriptive or regulatory in nature. Instead, they provide guidance
for planning at the subbasin level.

C. Ocean

For planning purposes under this program, the Council a so recognizes the North Pacific
Ocean as a geographic unit that should be considered in research, monitoring, and
evaluation actions.
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V. Subbasins

The preceding sections of this program address fish and wildlife needs on two
different levels: the Columbia River Basin asawhole and at the next level, the 11
Ecological Provinceswithin the basin. This section addressesthethird level, the 53
subbasins within those ecological provinces. For each of these subbasinsa locally
developed “plan” will be adopted into the program. Each plan will have its own
vision and biological objectives and will identify specific actions needed for fish and
wildlifein that subbasin. The plans must be consistent with the visions, biological
objectives, and strategies adopted at the basin and province levels, but otherwise are
free to make unique choices and reflect local policiesand priorities. The subbasin
planswill be the basisfor review and funding of most fish and wildlife projectsin
this program.

A. Subbasin Plans

The fish and wildlife program is implemented principally at the subbasin level. Itisat this
subbasin level that the more general guidance provided by the basin and province level visions,
principles, objectives, and strategiesis refined in light of local scientific knowledge, policies, and
priorities.

The subbasin plans will be adopted into the program, becoming the third tier of the program
structure. If the vision for the basin is to be realized, it will be through successful selection and
implementation of subbasin-level goals, objectives, and strategies. Plans at this level will guide
Bonneville funding of fish and wildlife activities. Subbasin-level plans should also provide an
opportunity for the integration and coordination of projects and programs funded by entities
other than Bonneville, including Canadian entities in transboundary areas of the subbasins.

Subbasin plans will be reviewed for their consistency with biological objectives and
strategies at the basin and province levels. Similarly, as subbasin plans are adopted into the
program, higher-level objectives and strategies may be modified to reflect and accommodate the
information and initiatives of the plan.

Subbasin plans will aso be the context for review of proposals for Bonneville funding each
year by the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP)
and the Council. Once subbasin plans are approved, al of these entities will be able to review
the projects proposed for Bonneville funding to determine if they are scientifically sound in light
of existing and desired ecological conditions in the subbasin and the goals and objectives
presented in subbasin plans.

Final 2000 Fish & Wildlife Program 53 November 14, 2000



O©COoO~NOOUIA,WN -

20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

1. Required elements of subbasin plans

For purposes of the program a subbasin-level plan must include the following three genera
components in order to be eligible for adoption into the fish and wildlife program:

e A subbasin assessment providing a description of historical and existing conditions;

e A clear and comprehensive inventory of existing projectsand past accomplishments;

e A 10-15 year management plan.

Each of these componentsis discussed below. The Technical Appendix contains a detailed
description of each element and of the process that the Council will use to develop the subbasin-
level of the program. A template for the plan will be developed collaboratively and included in
the Technical Appendix.

It is anticipated that subbasin plans will be revised and updated every three to five years as

new information becomes available and conditions change.

2. General principlesfor subbasin plans

e Planning in any subbasin will start from the information contained in subbasin
summaries and existing plans and documents. The program will only fund new
planning activities where there are clear gaps and omissions.

e The Council’s subbasin plans will not duplicate plans that have been developed or
will soon be developed by others, including states, tribes, or the federal government.

e Wherever possible and scientifically warranted, the Council will adopt existing plans
into the subbasin plans.

e Thefinal subbasin plan to be adopted by the Council should enjoy a wide range of
support from al interested parties.

3. Subbasin Assessment

The assessment is a technical phase that describes existing and historic resource conditions
and characteristics. The assessment scope covers both aguatic and terrestrial environments and
addresses anadromous and resident fish, and wildlife. Thisinitial assessment will rely primarily
on existing information already compiled by fish and wildlife agencies, water resource agencies,
and other interested parties within the subbasins.
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A template for subbasin assessment has been developed for this program through the
collaborative efforts of regional scientists. This template has broad support, and will be accepted
for both the plans adopted as part of the fish and wildlife program, for ESA recovery planning
activities, and for water quality management plans under the Clean Water Act.

A full copy of the assessment template is contained in the Technical Appendix. The template
has seven separate sections:

1. Background and Introduction;

2. Subbasin description;

3. Habitat condition and trends, historic and current (at alevel of detail consistent with the
6™ level habitat unit code (HUC))

4. Synthesis and interpretation (narrative descriptions coupled with maps indicating habitats
and species of interest);

5. Summary;

6. Assessment validation and monitoring;

7. References.

The Council will provide assistance and work with the region’s federal, state, and tribal fish
and wildlife managers and all other interested parties to complete assessments, using this
template, for each of the subbasins by early 2001. These assessments will then be made
available to local, state, federal, and tribal planners to use as a foundation for developing the
management plan component of subbasin plans.

The Council is aware that there is alarge number of watershed and subbasin-level activities
throughout the basin that are using awide variety of formats for assessments and planning. The
Council intends to rely on the information gathered in those activities as much as possible and
does not intend this template to undermine or displace these on-going efforts. However, for
purposes of this program it is important to compile this information in a consistent format that
permits the coordination of Bonneville-funded activities and planning under the Endangered
Species Act and Clean Water Act.

The Council expects that the initial assessments in some subbasins will encounter significant
data gaps requiring additional information. In such cases, the subbasin plan should identify this
need, and include the measures necessary to meet it. In all cases, it is expected that the body of
information on which the assessment is based will continue to grow and that, as aregular part of
each project review and funding cycle, the assessments and plans will be updated.

Most of the fish species of interest for subbasin planning move beyond their subbasins of
origin for at least some stages of their life cycle. Subbasin planners will need information and
analytical tools that allow them to understand the biological constraints on their fish populations
that stem from areas outside the subbasin, such as mainstem survival rates, ocean and inriver
harvest rates, effects of interactions with fish from other subbasins, and ocean conditions. The
Council will ensure that subbasin planners have access to information of this type.
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4. Inventory of existing activities

In most subbasins, there are already several programs underway that in some way are
involved in watershed planning or restoration. The Council believes that the projects funded
under its program should take into account these existing programs and be coordinated with
them. This coordination will yield a more scientifically and biologically sound fish and wildlife
plan and reduce costs.

Thus, the second general component of a subbasin-level plan will be a description of the
existing fish and wildlife and habitat projects that are occurring or have occurred in the recent
past in the subbasin. This element should include 1) all activities that are taking place or are
planned in the subbasin and 2) objectives related to protecting, mitigating, or enhancing fish,
wildlife, or their habitats, regardless of funding source or management entity. Both
implementation and planning activities should be addressed. The description for each project or
activity should include:

e Description of activity, including its term, its monitoring and evaluation elements, and its
goals and objectives,

e |dentification of management or lead entities for each activity;

e Identification of authorizing process or entity (Northwest Power Planning Council,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, state
watershed planning agency, etc.);

e |dentification of relationship to other activities in the subbasin;

e I|dentification of funding source;

e Synopsis of accomplishments or failures of activity -- related to established goals and
objectives where possible;

e |dentification of limiting factors or ecological processes the activity is designed to
address.

5. Management plan

The management plan is the heart of the subbasin plan. It sets forth the strategies that will be
implemented at aloca level. The management plan should be the last major component of the
subbasin plan to be developed because the goals and objectives that are included within it will
need to reflect what is learned in the assessment and inventory work. It isin the management
plan that policy, legal, and ecological considerations are merged. The management plan should
have a 10-15 year horizon. Management plans adopted into the Council’ s program must be
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consistent with the Northwest Power Act and specifically section 4(h)(6) of the act. Necessary
elements of the management plan include:

e A vison for the subbasin.

e Biologica objectives for fish and wildlife that:

1.

6.

are consistent with province- and basin-level visions, objectives, and strategies
adopted in the program;

are responsive to the subbasin assessment findings,

are consistent with legal rights and obligations of fish and wildlife agencies and tribes
with jurisdiction over fish and wildlife in the subbasin, and agreed upon by co-
managers in the subbasin. Where there are disagreements among co-managers that
trandate into differing biological objectives, the differences and the alternative
biological objectives should be fully presented.

complement the programs of tribal, state and federal land or water quality
management agencies in the subbasin;

integrate Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act requirements as fully as
possible

have measurable outcomes.

o Strategies that will be employed over the term of the plan to meet the established vision
and biological objectives, including:

1.

3.

4,

An explanation linking the strategies to the established subbasin biological objectives
and vision and the subbasin assessment;

An explanation of how and why the strategies presented were selected over other
aternative strategies (e.g. passive restoration strategies v. intervention strategies)

A proposed sequence and prioritization;

Additional steps required to compile a more complete or detailed assessment

e A projected budget for the term of the subbasin plan, including:

1.

2.

A detailed three-year implementation budget

A more genera long-term (10-15 year) budget
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e A monitoring and evaluation plan that will show whether the actions taken to implement
the subbasin plan are achieving their objectives.

e Any additional steps that are necessary to achieve compliance with Endangered Species
Act and Clean Water Act requirements applicable to that subbasin.

6. Developing Plans at the Subbasin L evel.

Starting in 2001, the Council intends to begin accepting subbasin-level plans for adoption
into the program. The Council knows that this schedule is very aggressive. However, thereis
little support in the region for either several more years of discussion and planning or for starting
actions that are not grounded in science-based, subbasin-level plans. The Council believes that
the first attempt to develop comprehensive subbasin plans must be completed as soon as
possible, and that improvements can be made as new information and experience dictates.

The Council sees subbasin plans as flexible documents that will be revised and updated
approximately every three years. For those who are unable to participate in this timeframe, and
for those topics that can not be addressed as fully as may be ideal, there will be other
opportunities in the near future.

The Council believes that subbasin plans must be devel oped within an open public process
that provides ample opportunity for participation by awide range of state, federal, tribal, and
local managers, experts, landowners, local governments, and stakeholders. The details of that
process will vary from subbasin to subbasin, but there are essentially two stages:

Firgt, at the local level, interested parties need to work together to develop a plan that, as far
as possible, embodies the knowledge, policies, and support of the people in that subbasin.
Recognizing that this effort will need to be undertaken somewhat differently in each subbasin,
the Council will work with state, tribal, federal, and local parties to determine which approach is
most likely to succeed in a particular subbasin, and then help support that approach. The Council
believes that other entities are better equipped to take the lead in the local effort, and does not
intend to become alead entity at the local level in the subbasin planning process.

Second, when a subbasin plan is proposed for adoption into the program, the Power Act’s
program amendment standards require a public process with full opportunity for public comment
and participation. The Act also requires that, at the end of the process, the Council make a
decision based on statutory standards.

It is important to recognize that, while the Council can encourage interested parties to work
together on a common plan for each subbasin, it cannot preclude any person from submitting a
plan. Under the Power Act, the Council is obliged to consider and make a decision on each
recommendation it receives.

After the basin and province levels are fixed in the current program amendment cycle, the
Council will:
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e Make subbasin assessments available on its website and through other means to the
planners, decision-makers, and the public as soon as they are completed.

e [ssue aformal notice and request for recommendations to amend the program. This notice

will be limited, and explain that only recommendations at the subbasin of the program
will be considered.

e Take extra stepsto target this subbasin notice at local governments, stakeholders,
planners, watershed groups and land and water managers in each subbasin.

e Organize recommendations it receives subbasin by subbasin, for the statutory
recommendation comment period. Thisisintended to facilitate coordination and
discussion by those that have made recommendations in any particular subbasin.

e Assgt in facilitating the discussions in the subbasins aimed at reconciling the
recommendations and ensuring that the program standards for plans are met.

e Produce drafts of the subbasin plans that are crafted from the recommendations and the
facilitated discussions for public comment.

e Adopt into the program subbasin plans that meet the established standards. Where more

time is needed, the Council may adopt placeholders for a subbasin, and establish alonger
timeframe for adoption to facilitate continued discussions.

The Act directs the Council to give specia consideration to the recommendations of tribal,
state and federal fish and wildlife management entities when considering matters related to fish
and wildlife. Therefore, subbasin plans should be developed with the participation of fish and
wildlife managers with jurisdiction in the subbasin.

As outlined above, the Council will require that subbasin plans demonstrate their relationship
to Endangered Species Act and Clean Water Act requirements. This should best be achieved by
the participation of the applicable regulatory entities in the subbasin-level amendment. Because
the Council cannot compel this participation, the Council hopes these entities will participate
voluntarily, and the Council expects that state and federal agencies and tribes will encourage and
facilitate their involvement.

Local, state, tribal and federal land and water management entities have programs, authority,
and jurisdiction beyond that of the fish and wildlife managers. The Council will not require the
participation of these entities, but will evaluate the level of involvement provided to them in the
planning process, and the level of agreement that they have with the completed plan, when it
considers adopting a plan into the program and/or in making its funding recommendations to
Bonneville.
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Finally, it is anticipated that the Council and its staff will assist in a facilitation role as plans
are developed, and will also seek to ensure that planners address all criteriathat ultimately are
devel oped.

7. Scientific review of subbasin plans

The Council will utilize the expertise of independent scientists and boards to review subbasin
plans. Examples of questions that may be asked of the reviewers are:

Do the assessments contain the elements required by the criteria?

Are the goals, objectives, and strategies scientifically appropriate in light of the
assessment and inventory?

Are the goals, objectives, and strategies consistent with those established at the province
and basin levels?

Do the plans demonstrate that alternative management responses have been adequately
considered?

Are subbasin plans within each province collectively consistent with the province goals,
objectives, and strategies?

In addition, the Council believes that independent review of the subbasin plans will be an
important part of ensuring they are appropriate and useful.
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VI. Implementation Provisions

This section containsthe administrative provisionsfor the program.

A. Project Implementation, Project Selection, and
M anagement

Because this program involves hundreds of projects and many millions of dollars
per year in funding, an orderly processis needed to decide which projects should be
funded and to administer these decisions once they are made. This section describes
that process.

The procedures for implementing this program should ensure that planning results in on-the-
ground actions and that those actions feed information about their results back to the region to
guide future decisions. The Council will use the procedures in this section to integrate
Bonneville funding for this program with Endangered Species Act requirements and the
collaborating programs of the states, tribes and federal and local governments. This section also
incorporates the strides made in recent years to define improved selection and management
practices for fiscal accountability and improved information about regional fish and wildlife
efforts.

This section is intended to outline the essentials of the project selection process. A more
detailed description is included in the Technical Appendix.

1. Deadlinesfor reports

A number of the strategies in this program call for certain reports to be prepared on an annual
or biennial basis. The Council will consult with the parties involved in preparation of these
reports to establish the most appropriate time of the year for completion of each report.
Following approval by the Council, these deadlines will be recorded in the Technical Appendix.
Deadlines established for these reports are subject to change by mutual agreement between the
Council and the reporting parties. Unless otherwise indicated, all reports are due beginning in
calendar year 2002.

2. Project Selection -- basic requirements and roles
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While the Council has always been involved in efforts to ensure that the program it adoptsis
being implemented effectively, Congress gave the Council an increased and explicit rolein
program implementation in a 1996 amendment to the Power Act. The Act now charges the
Council, with the assistance of the Independent Scientific Review Panel, with the duty of making
annual recommendations to Bonneville on projects to be funded through the Bonneville fish and
wildlife budget to implement the program.

The Power Act specifies certain standards and minimum procedures for the project review
process, but otherwise affords the Council broad discretion to define the procedures for
conducting project review and selection. The processes outlined below describe the statutory
requirements and the particular approach that the Council intends to use for the foreseeable
future to address these requirements and implement the program. The Council will continue to
refine and modify program implementation measures it finds necessary to best accomplish the
fish and wildlife purposes of the Act.

In 1998, the U.S. Congress Senate-House conference report on the Fiscal Y ear 1999 Energy
and Water Development Appropriations bill directed the Council, again with the assistance of the
Independent Scientific Review Panel, to also review on an annual basis the fish and wildlife
projects, programs, or measures included in federal agency budgets that are reimbursed by
Bonneville (the “reimbursable programs’). The four major components of the reimbursable
program include the Columbia River Fisheries Mitigation Program (Corps of Engineers); Fish
and Wildlife Operations and Maintenance Budget (Corps of Engineers)’ Lower Snake River
Compensation Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service); and the Leavenworth Hatchery (Bureau of
Reclamation). It isthe Council’s intent to integrate to the maximum extent possible the review
of these reimbursable programs with the review of the projects funded by Bonneville to
implement the Council’s program.

a) Roleof the | SRP

The 1996 amendment to the Power Act directed the Council to form the Independent
Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) and Scientific Peer Review Groups (PRGS) to review
projects proposed for funding to implement the Council’ s program through the Bonneville
Power Administration’s annual fish and wildlife budget. The Act requires the ISRP to
determine whether projects proposed for funding:

1. Are based on sound science principles,

2. Benefit fish and wildlife;

3. Have clearly defined objectives and outcomes,

4. Have provisions for monitoring and evaluation of results; and

5. Are consistent with the program.
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The ISRP then provides the Council its recommendations regarding project quality and
priorities. The 1998 conference report directed the ISRP to also review the reimbursable
projects using the same standards and provide recommendations to the Council.

b) Role of the Council

The Council’s primary role in the project review process is to decide which projectsto
recommend to Bonneville for funding to implement the program. The Council isalso to
provide recommendations to Congress and to the federa agencies on funding for the
reimbursable programs.

Several considerations must go into those recommendations. The Council must allow for
public review and comment on the projects proposed for funding and the ISRP's
recommendations. The Council must fully consider and respond to the recommendations of
the ISRP; the Council must review and determine for itself whether proposed projects are
consistent with the Act and the program, including adopted subbasin plans. The Council
must determine if proposed projects have met programmatic or project-specific conditions.
By statute, the Council must take into consideration the effects of ocean conditions on fish
and wildlife populations and must determine that projects employ cost effective meansto
meet program objectives.

c) Roleof thefish and wildlife managers

Currently, the fish and wildlife managers, through the Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife
Authority, develop a draft annual program implementation work plan from the projects
proposed for funding. This draft annual work plan is the culmination of atechnical and
management review of all proposed projects, and it establishes a proposed annual budget and
project priorities. The ISRP and the Council review the projects proposed for funding in the
context of the managers draft work plan. The Council anticipates that the fish and wildlife
managers will continue to organize themselves and jointly provide these recommendations in
the work plan to the Council.

The project reviews and advice of the fish and wildlife managers are valuable to the
Council as it deliberates on its funding recommendations. With the program’s focus on
subbasin-level plans as the guiding documents for program implementation, it will be critical
that the fish and wildlife managers involve others in the subbasins -- stakeholders, land
owners and managers, other state and federal agencies, and other interested parties -- in a
meaningful manner in the development of draft work plans proposed for funding for the
Council to be able to continue using these work plan recommendations as the foundation for
the Council’ s project recommendations.

3. Project Selection — province-based project review process
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The Council is shifting the annual project solicitation, review and selection of projects from a
basin-wide exercise to one that focuses on needs identified at a province and subbasin scale.
This shift was made to better align the project selection process with this program’s structure that
focuses planning and implementation most directly at those levels. Further, in focusing the
review on alimited number of provinces and subbasins each year, a more in-depth review of
proposed projects can be accomplished. This in-depth review, conducted within a more
structured subbasin and province context, will enable the Council to recommend multi-year
funding for projects.

Elements of province reviews include:

1

The Council provides for a province meeting to explain the review process to those
interested in how Bonneville funding may be used within that province. Lead groups are
selected for each subbasin to develop subbasin summaries or, where completed and
adopted by the Council, review subbasin plans to identify fish and wildlife project needs
that may be proposed for Bonneville funding for the next three years.

Fish and wildlife needs (from a summary or plan) are made widely available, and
Bonneville solicits for project proposals to meet the identified needs.

Sponsors of ongoing projects submit project renewal proposals that include plans for the
next three years, descriptions of results to date, and briefings on background documents.
Ongoing projects will aso submit all relevant planning, research, and background
documents. Sponsors of new projects submit proposals. All projects must be tied to the
approved subbasin plan. Reimbursable programs that are within that province provide
similar information.

Bonneville should review proposed projects and budgets to ensure that regulatory needs,
including compliance with applicable federal laws, are considered, that questions about
the adequacy or appropriateness of proposed budgets are resolved in the Council’s
recommendation process and that any concerns Bonneville has about the performance of
ongoing projects are identified.

The ISRP reviews proposals and supporting documents in the context of subbasin plans
and the fish and wildlife program.

The ISRP conducts subbasin/province visits with project sponsors, managers and others.
The visit includes an opportunity for project sponsors to present their proposals and for a
subsequent question and answer session with the ISRP. In addition, the ISRP may
conduct project-specific vigits.

After the vigit, the ISRP produces a draft report on proposals recommended for funding,
including specific questions, and provides it to project sponsors for comments and
revisions.

The project sponsors respond to the draft report.
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9. The ISRP addresses the responses and issues a fina report and recommendations to the
Council. The Council considers the ISRP report, other statutory and programmeatic
considerations, and makes fina funding recommendations on program implementation to
Bonneville. The Council aso makes recommendations on the funding of projects within
the reimbursable programs to Congress and the relevant federal agencies.

10. Systemwide projects will be reviewed as a separate unit within the review schedule.
Wherever possible, projects within the mainstem will be reviewed as part of the review of
the province in which they are located, although certain projects that concern systemwide
passage, water management and dissolved gas issues may be reviewed as part of a
Separate category of integrated mainstem passage activities.

4. Project funding priorities

The Northwest Power Act establishes Bonneville' s obligation to fully mitigate for fish and
wildlife impacts from the development and operation of the hydropower system. The Council
recognizes its obligation, in turn, to construct a program that guides Bonneville's mitigation
efforts. The Council recognizes that the work necessary to satisfy Bonneville' s mitigation
obligation must be staged to accommodate yearly budget limitations. The Council also believes
that final determination of the yearly direct program budget may properly be reserved for alater
phase of the program amendment process where the project funding needs will be more greatly
informed by subbasin planning. Funding for provincial budgets to implement subbasin plans will
be part of the direct program budget along with any subsequent increases.

The Council adopts the following funding principles to prioritize among the many needs to
address fish and wildlife impacts throughout the basin:

= The Bonneville Power Administration will fulfill its Fish and Wildlife Funding
Principles (September 16, 1998) including the commitment to “meet all of its fish and
wildlife obligations.”

= The determination of provincial budget levels should take into account the level of
impact caused by the federally operated hydropower system. Other factors will also
influence this determination including opportunities for off-site mitigation.

= Wildlife mitigation should emphasize addressing areas of the basin with the highest
proportion of unmitigated losses.
To prioritize among the many needs to address fish and wildlife impacts throughout the Basin,
the Council will maintain the current funding allocation for anadromous fish (70 percent),
resident fish (15 percent), and wildlife (15 percent) until a new budget allocation is adopted.

5. Coordination with other regional programs
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The Council will pursue opportunities to integrate program strategies with other federal,
state, tribal, Canadian, and volunteer fish and wildlife restoration programs. The Council will
use the subbasin planning process to identify coordination needs and opportunities. The
subbasin planning process should inventory regulatory requirements, including Endangered
Species Act and Clean Water Act measures, clarify water and land management objectives
affecting fish and wildlife, and fit program funding to other programs for the maximum benefit.

As the Council refines the province-based project review and funding process, it will focus
the information requirements of the process to identify how project sponsors may link their
efforts to address program objectives with the objectives or requirements of other programs.

The Council will use the subbasin planning process to review Endangered Species Act and
Clean Water Act requirements in more detail and obtain independent scientific review of both
the program measures and the requirements of applicable biological opinions. The Council will
present the results of these reviews and any revised recommendations to the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to consider further revision or
reconciliation of biological opinion requirements. Pursuant to the requirements of the 1998
Energy and Water Appropriations Act, the Council will aso report the results of these reviews to
Congress as part of the annual review of reimbursable projects.

The National Marine Fisheries Service intends to call on the federal action agencies to
annually develop one- and five-year implementation plans and associated budgets for activities
they intend to undertake to meet the performance standards and objectives for listed species. The
Council endorses this approach, and once the requirement is further defined, will seek to
incorporate these plans into the subbasin review process.

For non-operational measures proposed by biological opinions for Bonneville funding (such
as research or off-site habitat measures), the Council will call on Bonneville, the National Marine
Fisheries Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service to first define proposed projects consistently
with the project proposal form and process for Bonnevill€' s direct-funded program. The Council
will seek review of these proposals with the other projects proposed in the project review
process.

6. Project management

To facilitate multi-year funding and contracting, the Council will require projects to identify
specific tasks, objectives, deliverables, and their associated costs. Bonneville and the Council
will establish protocols to ensure that projects stay within their approved scope and funding
authorizations.

Bonneville shall define terms and conditions for project contracts that support timely and
complete reporting by contractors of expenditures and progress toward defined project
objectives. These requirements should ensure that project sponsors report expenditures and
progress in enough detail to monitor performance of the specific tasks and objectives identified
in the original project proposal from the Council.
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7. Annual Report to Governorsand the Region

Bonneville and the federal operating agencies will work cooperatively with the Council to
produce an annual report which will provide an accounting of its fish and wildlife expenditures
and hydropower operation costs.

8. Funding agreement for land and water acquisitions

Experience implementing this program has shown great advantages in being able to move
quickly and flexibly to acquire interests in land and water rights for the purpose of protecting or
enhancing fish and wildlife habitat. Often the opportunity for an important acquisition exists
only for ashort period of time, and often there is a substantial price advantage in being able to
quickly close the transaction. The time and uncertainty of the current project selection process,
and the procedural constraints on real estate acquisition by the federal agencies have made these
transactions relatively difficult and more costly than necessary.

The Council recommends that Bonneville establish a funding agreement for land and water
acquisitions. The Council will establish a mechanism, including an advisory entity, that can act
flexibly, quickly, and responsibly in approving funding for land and water acquisition proposals.
The primary elements are:

1. A dedicated budget within Bonneville's fish and wildlife funding establishing the amount
of funding for land and water acquisitions available per year, for a multiyear period. The
budget would be known as the “Land and Water Acquisition Fund.”

2. An advisory board appointed by the Council after consultations with representatives from
Bonneville, federal and state fish and wildlife and land management agencies, Columbia
Basin Indian tribes, non-profit organizations specializing in habitat and water
acquisitions, and the Council. The board would recommend for Council approva all land
and water acquisitions from the dedicated budget. The Council will make all final
recommendations and decisions regarding land and water acquisitions from the fund.

3. Specific procedures and criteria for the board to use in identifying, reviewing, and
deciding whether to recommend proposals for land and water acquisitions. These criteria
will be reviewed by the Independent Scientific Review Panel, but specific land and water
acquisitions would not require ISRP review. An element of these criteriawill be a
preference for proposed actions that (1) address imminent risks to the survival of one or
more species listed under the Endangered Species Act and (2) are broadly recognized as
achieving direct fish and wildlife benefits. The criteria should emphasize consistency
with the program’ s biological objectives and subbasin plans.

4. Standardized terms for implementing acquisitions, including matters of contracting,
management, crediting, operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring and evaluation
requirements.
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5. Accountability provisions for reporting on monies spent, properties acquired, biological
gain, and consistency with program and subbasin objectives. The program as awhole
will receive periodic ISRP review.

The Council will work with Bonneville and other interested parties to establish the details of
the acquisition fund and have it ready for acquisitions by January 1, 2001. All acquisitions must
be on awilling buyer, willing seller basis, consistent with state water law, and consistent with the
other provisions of this program. Council memberswill be notified of all acquisition proposals
under consideration by the advisory board. The fund will not be used for a proposed acquisition
if both Council members from that state object to the acquisition.

The fund will not take title to acquisitions except on an interim basis, but will, for each
transaction, identify an appropriate entity to hold the interest acquired. The fund will work in
cooperation with other efforts that are already underway to benefit fish and wildlife through
acquisitions of land and may provide cost sharing or full funding for transactions that have been
arranged by others. In appropriate circumstances, the fund may provide for the continuing
payment of local taxes and fees on an acquisition.
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B. Independent Scientific Review

All projects funded under this program are required by law to undergo review by
an independent science panel. In addition, the program uses a second, related panel
of scientiststo provide adviceto theregion on key scientific issues.

Independent scientific review is an established tradition in research and devel opment
programs in the United States and much of the world. Independent scientific review can help
decision-makers separate scientific variables from other considerations (political, economic,
cultural, etc.) and help ensure that environmental decision-making reflects the best scientific
knowledge of the day. In the Columbia River Basin, the magnitude of scientific research
undertaken and uncertainties that remain are staggering. Independent scientific review can
identify strengths and weaknesses of scientific programs and critical information gaps that are
most relevant to management and policy decisions.

Independent scientific review for the fish and wildlife program is implemented by two
groups:. the Independent Scientific Review Panel (ISRP) and the Independent Scientific Advisory
Board (ISAB). Each group provides unique services to the program. The ISRP reviews
individual projects in the context of the program and makes recommendations on matters related
to those projects. The ISAB provides an on-call scientific body for peer-review of various
reports, projects, and issues affecting Columbia River Basin fish and wildlife.

The ISRP was created after the last Council program amendment, and the ISAB’s role was
expanded from the 1994-1995 Program to meet the National Marine Fisheries Service' s needs.
This program amendment formalizes, distinguishes, and specifies the roles, responsibilities, and
procedures of the two groups while maintaining a strong link between the groups. The
background and responsibilities for each group are provided separately below, and a description
of the shared administrative procedures for both groups follows.

1. Thelndependent Scientific Review Panel
a) Review responsibilities

The 1996 amendment to the Power Act directed the Council to appoint an 11-member
panel of independent scientists and additional peer review groups. These scientists
provide advice and information regarding scientific aspects of projects that the Council
may recommend for funding by Bonneville. The ISRP and peer review groups have
responsibilities in three areas:

e Review projects proposed for Bonneville funding to implement the Council’s
program
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The Power Act directs the ISRP to review annually projects that are proposed for
Bonneville funding to implement the Council’s program. The Act specifies the
review standards that the ISRP is to use and the kinds of recommendations to make to
the Council. The Council must fully consider the ISRP's report prior to making its
funding recommendations to Bonneville, and must explain in writing wherever the
Council’ s recommendations differ from the ISRP's.

Retrospective review of program accomplishments

The 1996 amendment also directs the I|SRP, with assistance from the Scientific Peer
Review Groups, to annually review the results of prior-year expenditures based upon
the project review criteria and submit its findings to the Council.

The retrospective review should focus on the measurable benefits to fish and wildlife
made through projects funded by Bonneville and previously reviewed. The ISRP's
findings should provide biological information for the Council’ s ongoing accounting
and evaluation of Bonneville's expenditures and the level of success in meeting the
objectives of the program, as described in the monitoring and evaluation section.

Also as part of the ISRP’'s annual retrospective report, the ISRP should summarize its
province review efforts and identify the magjor basinwide programmatic issues
gleaned from the province reviews.

Review projects funded through Bonneville€' s reimbursable program

In 1998, the U.S. Congress Senate-House conference report on the Fiscal Y ear 1999
Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill directed the ISRP to review the
fish and wildlife projects, programs, or measures included in federal agency budgets
that are reimbursed by Bonneville, using the same standards and making
recommendations asin its review of the projects proposed to implement the Council’s
program. Further details of the ISRP’ s project review responsibilities are described
above, in the section on project selection.

The ISRP is a standing group that meets throughout the year. Recommendations
from the ISRP are reached by consensus. The ISRP may enlist Peer Review Group
members to assist in reviews. From the pool of Peer Review Group members, the

| SRP selects reviewers who have the appropriate expertise for the review at issue.
The ISRP develops guidelines and criteria for reviews that include lists of materials
reviewed, site-visit protocols, and limits to reviewer and project sponsor
communication.

2. TheIndependent Scientific Advisory Board

The Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) established the ISAB to
provide independent scientific advice to the region through measures described in the Council’s
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1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program and NMFS's 1995 Proposed Recovery Plan for Snake
River Samon. Rather than establish two groups, NMFS and the Council created the ISAB. In
creating the ISAB, NMFS and the Council hoped to avoid gridlock over scientific uncertainty,
circumvent unnecessary additional research, and resolve conflicting advice and opinions on
recovery issues and measures.

a. Review procedures

O©Ooo~NOoOUTh, WN PP

The ISAB is a standing group that meets regularly throughout the year.
Recommendations from the ISAB are reached by consensus. The ISAB may enlist ad
hoc membersto assist in reviews. Ad hoc members may include ISRP and Peer Review
Group members. The ISAB conducts reviews in a manner consistent with its terms of
reference and procedures policy.

. |SAB Administrative Oversight Panel

A panel consisting of the chair of the Northwest Power Planning Council, the regional
administrator of the National Marine Fisheries Service, and a representative from the
Columbia Basin Indian tribes provides administrative oversight for the ISAB and
approves the ISAB work plan. The panel makes appointments to the ISAB from alist
developed by a Scientific Screening Committee. Decisions of the panel shall be by
majority vote. The Council shall work with NMFS and the regiona Indian tribes to
amend the ISAB’s terms of reference to provide this role for the regional Indian tribes
and to define protocols for the Administrative Oversight Panel that ensure the ISAB’s
continued independence.

c. Specific tasks of the ISAB

1. Evaluate the program’s scientific principles to ensure they are consistent with the best
available science.

2. Evauate the fish and wildlife program on its scientific merits in time to inform
amendments to the fish and wildlife program and before the Council requests
recommendations from the region.

3. Evaluate NMFS recovery plans for Columbia River Basin stocks and aspects of the
recovery process when requested.

e Review the scientific and technical issues associated with efforts to improve
anadromous fish survival through al life stages, based on adaptive management
approaches.

e Review and provide advice on priorities for conservation and recovery efforts,
including research, monitoring and evaluation.

4. Provide specific scientific advice on topics and questions requested from the region
and approved by the Oversight Panel. Tribes, fish and wildlife agencies and others
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may submit questions to the ISAB through the Oversight Panel. The ISAB may also
identify questions and propose reviews. The Oversight Panel and the ISAB reviews
these questions in a timely manner and decides which are amenable to scientific
analysis, are relevant to the Council’s and NMFS's programs, and fit within the
ISAB’s work plan.

In 2000, NMFS established a Recovery Science Review Panel and Technical Review
Teams that will provide scientific advice on West Coast salmon recovery efforts. The
ISAB effort will be coordinated with NMFS's panel and teams to avoid redundancy.

3. Administration of the Independent Scientific Review Panel, the
Scientific Peer Review Groups, and the Independent Scientific
Advisory Board

a. Membership

The ISRP and the ISAB shall each be composed of eleven members. Peer Review Groups
shall be composed of a pool of scientists sufficient in size and expertise to assist the ISRP
inits review responsibilities. To ensure coordination and avoid redundancy of efforts
between the ISRP and the ISAB, at |east two members of the ISRP shall be on the ISAB.
Other ISAB members should be considered for appointment to the Peer Review Group.

Membership for each group shall include, to the extent feasible, scientists with expertise
in Columbia River anadromous and resident fish ecology, statistics, wildlife ecology, and
ocean and estuary ecology, fish husbandry, genetics, geomorphology, socia and
economic sciences, and other relevant disciplines. There should be a balance between
scientists with specific knowledge of the Columbia River Basin and those with more
broad and diverse experience. Members should have a strong record of scientific
accomplishment, high standards of scientific integrity, the ability to forge creative
solutions to complex problems, and a demonstrated ability to work effectively in an
interdisciplinary setting.

ISRP and ISAB membership terms are for three years, not to exceed two terms. Term
limits of the members are staggered to ensure continuity of effort. Peer Review Group
members do not have specific terms, but the ISRP and the Council will review the pool of
Peer Review Group members on an annual basis and update it when appropriate.

b. Appointment procedures

The appointment procedures to fill vacancies on the ISAB and the ISRP, and to augment
the pool of Peer Review Group members, follow three steps. The first two steps are the
same for each group. First, the Council, in cooperation with the ISAB Oversight Panel,
invites the region to submit nominations. Second, a three-member committee of the
National Academy of Sciences, assisted by the National Research Council, evaluates the
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credentials of the nominees, submits additional nominees if necessary, and recommends a
pool of qualified candidates for potential appointment. This pool of candidates should
span the areas of needed expertise and meet the membership criteria for the ISRP and
ISAB. The pool should be robust enough to last through several rounds of appointments.
The third step, the appointment procedure, varies for the ISAB and ISRP. The ISAB
Oversight Panel appoints ISAB members. The Council aone appoints ISRP and Peer
Review Group members.

c. Conflict of interest

ISAB, ISRP and Scientific Peer Review Group members are subject to the conflict of
interest standards that apply to scientists performing comparable work for the National
Academy of Sciences. At a minimum, members with direct or indirect financial interest
in a project shall be recused from review of, or recommendations associated with, such a
project. The Council may create a Conflict of Interest Policy that satisfies the needs of the
program, applies to the ISRP and the ISAB, and is at |east as rigorous as the National
Academy of Sciences standards.
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VIl. Preservation of Trust and Treaty Rights
and Water Rights

1. Recognition of tribal role

The Council recognizes that the Indian tribes in the Columbia River Basin have vital
interests directly affected by activities covered in this program. These Indian tribes are
sovereigns with governmental rights over their lands and people, and with rights over natural
resources which are reserved by or protected in treaties, executive orders, and federal statutes.
The United States has a trust obligation toward Indian tribes to preserve and protect these rights
and authorities. Nothing in this program is intended to affect or modify any trust or treaty right
of an Indian tribe. The Council also recognizes that implementation of this program will require
significant interaction and cooperation with the tribes and commits to working with the tribes in
arelationship that recognizes the tribes' interests in co-management of affected fish and wildlife
resources and respects the sovereignty of tribal governments.

2. Role of fish and wildlife agencies:

The Northwest Power Act envisions a strong role for fish and wildlife agencies and
Indian tribes in developing the provisions of this program. In Sections 4(h)(6)(A) and 4(h)(6)(D)
of the Act, the Council is directed to include program measures which it determines (A)
“complement the existing and future activities of the Federal and the region’s State fish and
wildlife agencies and appropriate Indian tribes” and ( D) “will be consistent with the legal rights
of appropriate Indian tribes in the region.”

3. Water rights:

As provided by the Northwest Power Act, nothing in this program shall affect the rights
or jurisdictions of the United States, the states, Indian tribes, or other entities over waters of any
river or stream or over any groundwater resources or otherwise be construed to alter or establish
the respective rights of States, the United States, Indian Tribes, or any person with respect to any
water or water-related right.

Final 2000 Fish & Wildlife Program 74 November 14, 2000



OO0 WN -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33

35
36
37
38
39
40

VIlIl.  Schedule for Further Rulemakings

This program describes additional amendment proceedings that are intended by
the Council for further revisions. In order to assure that these further revisions are
adopted in an orderly manner, the Council commits to the following schedule:

Mainstem coordination plan

On or before May 1, 2001, the Council will solicit recommendations for a
mainstem coordination plan, similar to a subbasin plan. The plan will consider waysin
which the hydrosystem operations called for in the biological opinions could be adjusted
S0 as to assure that these operations meet the needs of ESA-listed stocks and the dictates
of the Northwest Power Act. The hydrosystem measures contained in this plan will also
provide necessary guidance to the Council’s subbasin planning process.

The plan will include, as appropriate, specific measures such as standards for
systemwide coordination, flow regimes, spill, reservoir elevations, water retention times,
passage modifications at mainstem dams, operational requirements to protect mainstem
spawning and rearing areas, and operational requirements to protect resident fish and
wildlife.

The Council plans to complete this rulemaking by October 2001.

2. Objectivesfor basin-level environmental characteristics

The Council has requested review by the Independent Scientific Advisory Board
of the basin-level environmental characteristics contained in the Technical Appendix to
this program by June 2001. Following thisreview, if further changes are merited, the
Council will request recommendations on or before October 2001 and consider
amendments to these objectives, with final amendments adopted by July 2002. The date
of completion may vary depending on the comments received and issues raised.

3. Province-level goals, objectives, and strategies

The Council will continue to work with interested parties to develop potential
goals, objectives, and strategies at the level of ecological provinces. The Council expects
that the information developed for, and in, the subbasin planning process will also inform
the province-level elements, and help shape the subbasin plans so that they are
coordinated with the plans of other subbasinsin their province.
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At this time, the Council is not scheduling a further rulemaking for province-level
goals, objectives, and strategies. If further information is developed that merits such
amendments, the Council will solicit recommendations and accept amendments.

In the course of adopting subbasin plans, the Council will consider how the
proposed plans fit with one another within and among provinces. The Council expects
that, at the conclusion of the subbasin planning process, it will conduct a specific
amendment process to incorporate specific provincial visions, objectives, and strategies.

4. Subbasin plans

In January 2001, the Council will issue a call for recommendations for subbasin
plans. Recommendations will be received on or before May 1, 2001; November 1, 2001;
May 1, 2002; November 1, 2002; May 1, 2003; November 1, 2003; May 1, 2004; and
November 1, 2004. The Council will make a decision on each subbasin plan within one
year of its receipt, unless otherwise agreed by the recommending party.

In other words, subbasin plans can be submitted on any of these dates during this
three-year period, and the date of final decision will be one year or less after receipt. For
example, aplan submitted on November 1, 2002, will be acted upon by November 1,
2003.

The Council istaking this approach to assure that subbasin plans can be submitted
when ready, and also to assure that the parties working on a plan within a subbasin have a
reasonable opportunity to come together on a common plan. The Council recognizes that
the timing for submission of plans will vary depending on a number of factors, including
the level of information and planning already available in a subbasin and the working
relationship among the participants.

Under the Northwest Power Act, there is no requirement of consensus in order for
arecommendation to be submitted to the Council and it is possible that different parties
will submit different plans for a given subbasin. However, the level of support by the
affected parties in a subbasin for a plan can be an important factor in gauging how well
the plan meets the standards of the Northwest Power Act, and whether that plan can be
effectively implemented. Thus, the Council strongly encourages interested parties to
work together as much as possible to present a single, well-supported plan for each
subbasin.
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IX. Transition Provisions

Continuation of existing measures. Unless specifically stated otherwise, all measures not
directly superseded by this program will continue to have force and effect until (a) a subbasin
plan has been adopted by the Council for the subbasin in which the project is located (or, for
research and mainstem measures, a research or mainstem plan); (b) the measure has been
specificaly repealed in a subsequent rulemaking; or (c) three years have elapsed following the
final approval of this program, whichever occursfirst.
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X. High Priority Projects

The Council recognizes that, during the transition period while subbasin plans are being
developed and adopted, certain types of projects should be allowed to proceed in advance of the
subbasin plans. The Council therefore adopts the following criteria for “high priority” projects.

All proposals must demonstrate that:

The proposed action warrants expedited consideration and funding because it addresses
imminent risks to the survival of one or more species listed under the Endangered Species
Act and 1) represents a time-limited opportunity or 2) is broadly recognized as achieving
direct fish and wildlife benefits.

All planning, permitting (e.g. reviews required by the National Environmental Policy Act
and Endangered Species Act, Section 404and Shorelines permits,, etc.) and landowner
agreements are completed so that work may begin not later than September 30, 2001.
(Exceptions to this requirement will be provided for site proposals that are part of a larger
program. For example, a program to fund habitat acquisitions may have NEPA and ESA
consultation completed at the program level, but not at the site level.)

The project will be consistent with the Power Act: to protect, enhance, and mitigate fish
and wildlife impacted by the federal hydropower system in the Columbia River Basin.

In addition, a proposal should demonstrate that it would fulfill one or more of the following
biological criteria:

The proposal will produce largely self-sustaining habitat after activities are completed;

The proposal has measurable, quantitative biological objectives and will result in clear
benefits to species survivdl,

The proposa has immediate, measurable benefits to ESA-listed species;

The proposal will connect patches of high-quality habitat or extend habitat out from a
core areg;

The proposal will improve conditions in a water-quality limited stream as determined
under section 303d of the Clean Water Act; and/or,

The proposal addresses a habitat enforcement issue and results in the protection of fish or
wildlife habitat (including marine habitats of anadromous species).

Finally, proposals can improve their priority position by demonstrating that they:
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e Fulfill more than one of the above criteria;
e Share some of the cost of the action with other entities;

e Are part of acollaborative effort with other entities or have synergistic effects with
actions implemented by other entities;

e Arerecommended by an action plan derived from a science-based assessment;

e Are high-priority actions approved by atribal or state governmental authority with fish
and wildlife protection responsibility and identified by atribal or state plan as necessary

to protect or rebuild fish and/or wildlife in the Columbia River Basin;

e Either collect or identify data that are appropriate for measuring biological outcomes

identified in the objectives.

Projects that collect their own data for evaluation shall make these data and accompanying
metadata available to the region in electronic form. Data and reports devel oped with Bonneville

funds should be considered in the public domain and made available within six months of
collection.

Examples: Examples of immediate actions may include, but are not limited to, irrigation

screens, replacement of culverts that are blocking fish runs, removal of other blockages,
acquisition of key habitat and water rights, and support for local ESA recovery efforts.
However, al expenditures under this program must be in addition to, and not in lieu of,
expenditures authorized by or required of other entities.

Coordination with other funding processes under this program:

Project renewal process for Fiscal Year 2001. Portions of projects proposed but not
recommended for funding in the project renewal process may be proposed for funding as

high priority projects, provided that they meet the criteria for such projects.

Provincial rolling review process. Any proposal aready submitted in the “rolling”

provincia review that meets the criteria for high priority projects may be resubmitted for
consideration as an high priority project. Project funding decisions and ISRP reviews

will be coordinated between the rolling review process and the high priority project
selection process to assure that the available funding is fairly distributed and that a
project receives only one primary review.

I nnovative project solicitation: Any proposal submitted in the innovative project

solicitation that meets the criteria for high priority projects may also be submitted for
consideration as an high priority project. Project funding decisions and project reviews

will be coordinated between the two processes.
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XI. Technical Appendix

To conserve paper, the full Technical Appendix to this program is not attached, but is

posted on the Council’ s website at www.nwppc.org It will also be made available on a CD-
ROM.

The Technical Appendix is intended to provide information at a greater level of detail

than the main text of the program. The Technical Appendix has two parts:

= Part One: The material in Part One of the Technical Appendix has been formally
adopted by the Council as part of its fish and wildlife program and any changesto
that material require aformal amendment of the program.

= Part Two: The materialsin Part Two of the Technical are included as reference
materials to provide further information and assistance in implementing this program.
These materials have been approved by the Council for inclusion in the Technical
Appendix, but have not been formally adopted as part of this program and may be
changed without amending the program itself.

The contents of the Technical Appendix are:

Part One:

A.

B.

Glossary

Hydroel ectric development conditions: This section was previously Section 12 (“Future
Hydroel ectric Development”) of the 1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program. This chapter
contains conditions to protect fish and wildlife that are applicable to FERC-licensed projects
and also designates certain areas as Protected Areas, in which the Council recommends there
be no new hydroelectric projects devel oped

Wildlife provisions: These provisions were previously part of Section 11 (“Wildlife) of the
1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program, including Section 11.2E (“Mitigation Priorities’),
Section 11.5A (“Mitigation Considerations in Dam Licensing”) and Table 11.4 (“Estimated
L osses Due to Hydropower Construction™).

Resident fish substitution policy: These provisions were previoudly part of Section 10
(“Resident Fish”) of the 1994-1995 Fish and Wildlife Program.

Part Two:
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A. The Scientific Foundation. This document is a more detailed discussion of the information
underlying the scientific principles and ecological provinces in the program.

B. Artificia Production Review Report (text from the APR including policies and purposes for
artificial production).

C. Project management and implementation guidelines, including the subbasin assessment
template, the subbasin plan template, three step review procedures and implementation of
statutory requirements regarding cost-effectiveness and consideration of ocean conditions.

D. Review of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Capital Construction Program, a report of the
Independent Scientific Advisory Board (1998).

E. Provisiona statement of biological objectives for environmental characteristics at the Basin
level.

F. Schedule of dates for reports requested under this program. (To be approved by the Council
following consultation with the affected parties.)

G. Estimates of hydropower-related losses, consisting of Appendix D (*Compilation of
Information on Salmon and Steelhead L osses in the Columbia River Basin” and Appendix E
(“Numerical Estimates of Hydropower-Related Losses’) from the 1987 Fish and Wildlife
Program.

Part Two of the Technical Appendix may be expanded as appropriate to include other
documents that will be valuable as references in implementing the Council’ s program.

Technical Appendix Part One, section D, Resident Fish Substitution Palicy.

The substitution of resident fish to make up for losses of anadromous fish in areas now
permanently blocked to salmon and steelhead reflects the Council’ s resolve to address complex,
long-term problems. Historical records show that the Columbia River Basin Indian tribes relied
extensively on sailmon and steelhead, and the permanent loss of these resources has had
incalculable impacts on tribal economies, cultures, and religions.

Technical Appendix Part Two, section E, provisional biological objectivesfor
environmental characteristics at the basin level.

The following are a provisional set of environmental characteristic objectives for the
basin level. The Council has asked the Independent Scientific Advisory Board to review these
provisiona basin-level environmental characteristics by June 2001. The ISAB will report to the
Council on the scientific soundness and basinwide applicability of the environmental
characteristics, as well astheir utility for further defining biological objectives at the province
and subbasin levels. As part of its review, the ISAB should consider and report to the Council on
the applicability of these objectivesin the most altered areas of the basin, the blocked areas.
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The Council will make the ISAB’ s report publicly available and seek views and comment

from interested parties. The Council will consider the report of the ISAB and the views and
comments of others on the report, and will confirm or revise these basin-level objectives for
environmental characteristics for purposes of providing guidance for subbasin-level planning and
further program amendments.

The provisional set of environmental characteristic objectivesis:

Provisional biological objectivesfor environmental characteristics at the basin level

Basin-level environmental characteristics describe the kinds of changes that are needed

across the Columbia basin to achieve the biological performance objectives called for by the
program.

1. Protect the areas and ecological functions that are at present relatively productive for fish and
wildlife populations (e.g., the Hanford Reach fall chinook; spring chinook in the upper John
Day River) to provide abase for expansion of healthy populations as we rehabilitate
degraded habitats in other areas.

Protect and enhance habitats and ecological function to allow for the restoration of more
natural population structures, by allowing for the expansion of productive populations
and by habitat restoration actions that connect weak populations to stronger populations
and to each other. Allow for the recovery of depleted and listed populations to at least
the point of self-sustainability and alow probability of extinction.

Protection and expansion of habitats and ecological functions should allow for an
increase in the number, complexity and range of multi-species fish and wildlife
assemblages and communities. Increases in the productivity, abundance, and life-history
diversity of specific fish and wildlife populations are dependent on, and should not be
viewed in isolation from, these multi-species communities.

2. Protect and restore freshwater habitat for all life history stages of the key species. Protect
and increase ecological connectivity between aquatic areas, riparian zones, floodplains and
uplands.

Increase the connections between rivers and their floodplains, side channels and riparian
Zones.

Manage riparian areas to protect aquatic conditions and form atransition to floodplain
terrestrial areas and side channels.

Identify, protect and restore the functions of key alluvial river reaches.

Reconnect restored tributary habitats to protected or restored mainstem habitats,
especially in the area of productive mainstem populations.

3. Allow patterns of water flow to move more than at present toward the natural hydrographic
pattern in terms of quantity, quality and fluctuation.

Habitat restoration may be framed in the context of measured trends in water quality.
Allow for seasonal fluctuationsin flow. Stabilize daily fluctuations.

Increase the correspondence between water temperatures and the naturally-occurring
regimes of temperatures throughout the basin.
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e Significantly reduce watershed erosion where human activities have accelerated sediment
inputs.

4. Increase energy and nutrient connections within the system to increase productivity and
expand biological communities.

5. Allow for biological diversity to increase among and within populations and species to
increase ecological resilience to environmental variability.
e Expand the complexity and range of habitats to allow for greater life history and between
species diversity.
e Manage human activities to minimize artificial selection or limitation of life history traits.
e Restoring habitat and access to habitat that establishes life history diversity is a priority.

6. Increase genetic connections and gene flow within the ecological system to facilitate
development, expansion and protection of population structures.
¢ Increase the abundance and range of existing habitats and populations.
e Expand and connect existing habitat pockets to facilitate development of resilient
population structures for aguatic communities.

7. ldentify, protect and restore ecosystem functions in the Columbia River estuary and
nearshore ocean discharge plume as affected by actions within the Columbia River
watershed.

e Evaluate flow regulation, river operations and estuary-area habitat changes to better
understand the relationship between estuary and near-shore plume characteristics and the
productivity, abundance and diversity of salmon and steelhead populations.

8. Enhance the natural expression of biological diversity in salmon and steelhead populations to
accommodate mortality and environmental variability in the ocean.

9. Accept significant variation in the productivity, capacity and life-history diversity for any
particular population over any particular time period, as part of the normal environmental
condition. A measure of whether key ecological functions have increased sufficiently will be
whether the system can accept normal environmental variation without collapse of the fish
and wildlife population and community structure.

Basin and province-level objectives must also describe expectations for the
characteristics of the mainstem, estuary and ocean environments shared by all populations of
salmon and steelhead in the subbasins. In other words, subbasin planners need to know what are
the program’ s expectations or assumptions for survival of their respective populationsin the
parts of their life cycles outside the subbasins, including survival through the mainstem and in
the estuary and ocean. For example, the objectives and strategies that planners would choose for
a subbasin might vary substantially if expectations for juvenile survival through the mainstem
over the planning period are 50 percent versus 90 percent.
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